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There is a gender gap in counterproductive work behavior (CWB), such that men report 
engaging in more counterproductivity at work than do women (Ng, Feldman, & Lam, 2016). The 
present study proposes an explanatory model for the CWB gender gap, using personality traits 
(narcissism, sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence) and sex role 
orientation (agency and communion) to explain the gap. Study 1 uses meta-analytic structural 
equation modeling to estimate the mediating effects of narcissism, sadism, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence in the gender-CWB relationship. Study 2 extends 
this model using a primary data sample of working adults, and specifies sex role orientation 
(agency and communion) as mediating mechanisms through which gender relates to the 
personality traits. Primary data are also used to test hypothesized gender × sex role (congruence) 
effects (e.g., gender × agency interaction effects on personality traits) and show that agency is a 
stronger predictor of sadism for men than for women.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Empirical evidence suggests that men engage in more counterproductive work behavior 
(CWB) than do women. Meta-analyses have estimated the mean gender difference in CWB  
(Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Ng, Lam, & Feldman, 2016), and suggest women are less likely 
to report engaging in counterproductivity at work [ρ = -.12 and d = .24 for CWB-I; ρ = -.10 and d 
= .20 for CWB-O (Ng, et al., 2016; all CWB measures self-reported); and for gender with 
composite CWB we calculated ρ = -.12 and d = .25]. The gender gap in CWB has been 
dismissed as negligible because the effect size was labeled “small” (Ng et al., 2016, p. 18); but 
these effect sizes are actually above the 60th percentile for the relationship between work 
performance and objective person characteristics (Bosco, Aguinis, Singh, Field, & Pierce, 2015). 
If this difference between men and women is expressed as a standardized mean difference (i.e., 
Ng, et al., 2016; gender d = -.25 for composite CWB), then this sex difference is similar in 
magnitude to the difference between men and women on self-esteem (d = .21; Kling, Hyde, 
Showers, & Buswell, 1999), risk taking (d = .13; Byrnes, Miller, & Schafer, 1999), and 
aggression in college students (d = .32; Hyde, Fennema, & Lamon, 1990). Although the effect 
size is still relatively small, CWB is an outcome of particular importance to organizations, as 
described below.   
CWB is an important construct in organizations that is estimated to affect nearly 95% of 
all employers (Case, 2000; Robinson & Greenberg, 1998). The negative effects of CWB on an 
organization’s monetary performance and the well-being of employees has been well 
documented, costing organizations billions of dollars every year and affecting employee attitudes 
and health (Coffin, 2003; Mount, Ilies, & Johnson, 2006; Pearce & Porath, 2005; Yuan, Barnes, 
& Li, 2017). Given that CWB is so detrimental to organizational performance, identifying 
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antecedents of these negative behaviors is of interest to researchers and practitioners. If gender is 
related to CWB, then it is useful to investigate this empirical relationship.  
The current paper proposes to make three contributions to our understanding of the 
gender gap in CWB. First, on the basis of social role theory, a set of personality traits is 
enumerated that together should help explain (mediate) the gender gap in CWB. We use these 
personality constructs to specify a trait-based explanatory model of the gender gap in CWB, 
which is then tested using meta-analytic data. Second, primary data are collected to investigate 
the role of gender-stereotypic traits (agency/masculinity and communion/femininity) in the 
gender-CWB explanatory model. These gender-stereotypic traits (agency and communion) are 
both specified as mediators of the gender effect on personality traits. Third, we use the same 
primary data to assess gender role congruence effects (i.e., gender × agency and gender × 
communion interaction effects) on the personality traits and CWB. These moderation models 
assess whether agency has a stronger effect on personality and CWB for men than for women, 
and also assess whether communion has a stronger effect for women than for men. Together, 
these theoretical models should help to illuminate several mechanisms and boundary conditions 
for the CWB gender gap.  
Sex Differences in Behaviors and Traits 
Biosocial Construction Theory of Sex Differences. Sex differences in personality and 
behavior can be explained by the biosocial construction theory of sex differences (Eagly & 
Wood, 2012; Wood & Eagly, 2012). The theory proposes that sexual dimorphism (i.e., 
phenotypic sex differences beyond sex organs: e.g., size, ornamentation, hormones) in humans 
has historically led to a gendered division of labor (beginning with the hunter-gatherer era), 
which in turn has created distinct social role expectations for men and women. These sex 
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differentiated roles result in differential enactment of behaviors. The biosocial construction 
theory combines several plausible explanations for sex differences (evolution, social-cultural 
factors, biological sex differences in hormones) to explain why men and women differ in their 
affective states, cognitions, motivations, personality, and behaviors.  
In the biosocial construction theory, biological specialization is the origin for the 
differences we observe between men and women. Biological specialization of the sexes means 
that men and women are physically different in size, strength, and sex organs. Men, on average, 
are taller and stronger than women; and women exclusively have the ability to gestate, give birth, 
and breastfeed. These physical differences have historically fostered a division of labor in which 
men left the home to perform physical labor and compete with other men for resources, while 
women tended to the children and the socio-emotional needs of the family. Because men are 
bigger and muscularly stronger than women, on average (see Courtright, McCormick, 
Postlethwaite, Reeves, & Mount, 2013), it was more efficient for men to engage in behaviors 
such as hunting and farming; and because women can produce and nurse offspring, it was more 
efficient for them to stay home and raise children. The resulting gendered division of labor has 
been observed historically across hundreds of cultures (Murdoch & Provost, 1973) and persists 
in modern society (Bianchi, Milkie, Sayer, & Robinson, 2000; Brines, 1994; Hochschild, 1989; 
Erickson, 2005; Miller & Garrison, 1982). 
This gendered division of labor means that we have historically observed men and 
women engaging in different types of behaviors. People readily infer traits from observed 
behaviors—a social psychological phenomena known as correspondence inference (or 
correspondence bias, when the inferences lead to errors: Gilbert & Malone, 1995). Consequently, 
when men are observed consistently engaging in behaviors that involve strength and aggression, 
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people infer that men are stronger, more competitive, more independent, and more dominant than 
women. Likewise, women are consistently observed providing food, healthcare, and emotional 
support to children, people infer that women are more warm, nurturing, and communal than men. 
Thus, the gendered division of labor creates different norms and role expectations for women 
versus men (i.e., gender role beliefs).  
Biosocial construction theory draws from social role theory to explain how different 
gender roles can lead to personality differences between men and women. Social role theory 
states that people are expected to engage in activities that are consistent with their culturally-
defined social roles (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 1991). Society favors behaviors that are 
consistent with these roles. In theory, society favors men who behave in ways that are consistent 
with masculine social roles and women who behave in ways that are consistent with feminine 
social roles. As a corollary, individuals who violate expectations set by their culturally-defined 
gender role are punished. For example, women suffer social and economic penalties called 
“backlash” when they behave assertively, are self-promoting, or seek leadership roles (Eagly, 
Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992; Rudman, 1988; Rudman & Glick, 2001). Glomb and Hulin (1997) 
also demonstrated that anger in women is evaluated more negatively in women than in men This 
feedback causes individuals to internalize gender roles and to modify their own behaviors and 
expectations to align with these roles (Wood, Christensen, Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997). This 
process explains how gender stereotypes are created and reinforced through social interactions, 
such that men and women end up displaying differences in their personality, interests, 
motivations and behaviors (Eagly, Wood, & Dierkman, 2000).  
Gender-Stereotypical Traits: Agency and Communion. Personality traits can be 
described by two higher order factors: agency/dominance and communion/affiliation (Bakan, 
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1966; Gebauer, Wagner, Sedikides, & Neberich, 2013; Wiggins, 1991; also see Fiske, Cuddy, & 
Glick, 2007; Wiggins, 1979). Agentic and communal traits have been used to organize gender 
differences, because males are typically described using agentic adjectives and females are 
typically described using communal adjectives (Bem, 1974; Carlson, 1970; Eagly & Wood, 
1999; Gebauer et al., 2013). Agentic traits tend to be associated with male stereotypes and 
include competitiveness, dominance, independence, and assertiveness (Bem, 1974; Spence & 
Helmreich, 1978). Communal traits are associated with female stereotypes and include being 
nurturing, warm, and empathetic. Agency and communion can also be mapped onto the 
interpersonal circumplex model of individual differences (Wiggins, 1991, 2003), which 
describes individuals based on their interpersonal motivations—those seeking love (affiliation) 
and those seeking status (dominance) (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007; Ghaed & Gallo, 2006). Similar 
observations have been made about the goal orientations of agentic and communal individuals; 
agency is associated with an instrumental orientation that focuses on task performance, whereas 
communion is associated with an expressive orientation that focuses on emotional concern for 
the well-being of others (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007; Bem, 1974). These motivations correspond 
to motivations dictated by gender roles (Finley & Schwartz, 2006; Parsons & Bales, 1955) in 
which men focus on achievement and attaining resources while women focus on fostering 
harmonious relationships, performing emotional labor, and building community. 
Stereotypes can sometimes describe modal men and women well, because distinct gender 
roles are developed, internalized, and reinforced by the self and society (Eagly, Wood, Diekman, 
2000). Thus, men tend to be described with agentic traits and women tend to be described with 
communal traits. The biosocial construction model of sex differences (Eagly & Wood, 2012; 
Wood & Eagly, 2012) provides a compelling framework for understanding how and why 
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psychologists observe differences between men’s and women’s personality traits and behaviors. 
Specifically, personality traits and behaviors that are consistent with agentic qualities are likely 
to be higher in men than women, and conversely, personality traits and behaviors that are 
consistent with communal qualities are likely to be higher in women than men (see meta-analysis 
by Badura, Grijalva, Newman, Yan, & Jeon, in press).  
Gender and CWB 
Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) is a broad category used to describe voluntary, 
negative workplace behaviors that harm the organization, harm the people within the 
organization, interfere with organizational goals, or violate organizational behavioral norms 
(Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Neuman & Baron, 1997; Spector & Fox, 2005; Sackett & DeVore, 
2001). These behaviors include, but are not limited to: aggression, antisocial behaviors, drug and 
alcohol use, sabotage, retaliation, disciplinary problems, teasing or pranking coworkers, bullying, 
vandalism, theft, falsifying records, and disclosing confidential information. To the extent that 
CWB encompasses behaviors that are consistent with a specific gender role, the biosocial 
construction theory of sex differences predicts that men and women will differentially engage in 
CWB.  
CWB research often distinguishes these behaviors based on the target of the action—
either an individual employee (CWB-I) or the organization itself (CWB-O) (Bennett & 
Robinson, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). CWB-I (e.g., teasing, bullying, physically harming 
another employee, harassment) involves damaging interpersonal relationships and upsetting 
social harmony in the workplace. As such, these behaviors are inconsistent with female gender 
roles. As described below, individuals engaging in CWB-I tend not to be interested in avoiding 
conflict, not to value the well-being of other people, and not to attend to the emotional needs of 
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others. Thus, CWB-I is in opposition to communion, and people engaging in CWB-I are less 
likely to exhibit communal personality traits, such as being warm and compassionate.  
CWB-I also includes aggression (both verbal and physical). Aggression in the workplace 
is a voluntary, harmful behavior that is directed towards a specific individual in the organization. 
Men generally engage in more aggression than do women (Archer, 2004; Bettancourt & Miller, 
1996; Hyde, 1984), making it more likely for males to engage in CWB-I (Berry et al., 2007; 
Hershcovis, et al., 2007). Some research suggests this effect is likely due to differences in gender 
social roles, rather than biological differences in testosterone (Archer, 1991; Archer, 2004; 
Bjorkvist, 1994). Men believe that aggression is a socially acceptable, and often desirable, 
response to frustration and threat, particularly when the culture favors these norms (Cohen, 
Nisbett, Bowdle, & Schwarz, 1996; Vandello, Ransom, Hettinger, & Askew, 2009).  
Some studies suggest gender differences in the types of aggression an individual chooses 
to display. For example, women sometimes engage in more relational aggression (e.g., 
ostracism) than do men (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). However, this occasionally-observed gender 
gap in relational aggression does not seem to have an effect on overall gender differences in 
CWB-I. For one, the gender difference in relational aggression is primarily found in adolescent 
samples and is attenuated in older samples (Archer, 2004; Linder, Crick, & Collins, 2002). 
Second, there is evidence that females are more likely to engage in relational aggression in close 
relationships than with acquaintances (Archer, 2000), which makes it less likely for these 
behaviors to occur in the workplace (Spector & Zhou, 2014). There is little empirical evidence 
that adult women actually engage in more relational aggression than men in the context of the 
workplace. Even gossip, which is a stereotypically female activity, does not have a gender gap 
when observed in organizational settings (Michelson & Mouly, 2000). Moreover, CWB-I 
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includes verbal and physical aggression (in addition to relational aggression), which males are 
consistently engaging in more than females (Andersson & Pearson 1999; Hershcovis et al., 
2007).  
CWB-O is more likely to occur in males than females because these behaviors involve 
breaking organizational and ethical rules (falsifying documents, theft, disclosing confidential 
information, spending work time on personal activities, not following instructions) that women 
are more likely to adhere to than men. Organizational deviance involves taking the group’s 
resources for oneself or not contributing to the greater good. These behaviors are consistent with 
male gender roles comprising agentic traits in that they are self-serving, entitled, and place more 
value on the individual than the group. Conversely, these behaviors are inconsistent with female 
gender roles because they show a disregard for the well-being of other group members; 
maintaining the socioemotional well-being of others is a stereotypic female behavior. If 
employees steal company money and property for themselves or are not actively contributing to 
the organization’s goals, they are harming other members of the organization.  
Female gender roles also involve maintaining social relationships and group functioning, 
which is achieved by adhering to societal rules. CWB-O, on the other hand, involves ignoring or 
violating organizational rules, norms of performance, and explicit instructions. The violation of 
these rules is in direct opposition to maintaining social structures at work. Women may also be 
more sensitive to ethical transgressions than men, making them more likely to adhere to ethical 
standards of business, including following rules and regulations (Franke, Crowne, & Spake, 
1997; O’Fallon & Butterfield, 2005). Men and women typically adhere to different ethical 
philosophies in the workplace—men favor utilitarian ethics, which are outcome-focused, while 
women favor formalists ethics, which are process-focused (Schminke, Ambrose, & Miles, 2003; 
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Watts, Messe, Vallacher, 1982). These different approaches to ethics reflect the differences 
between agentic and communal traits. Agency values the attainment of resources and power at 
the expense of group harmony, whereas communion values equal and/or equitable distribution of 
resources that promote social harmony and deter unrest (Kahn, O”Leary, Krulewitz, & Lamm, 
1980; Leventhal & Lane, 1970; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997).  
The dimensional model of CWB (Bennet & Robinson, 2000) helps clarify the different 
types of behaviors that may constitute deviance in the workplace, but CWB can also be 
understood in terms of processes. Job stress models of CWB, like the stressor-emotion model 
(Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001; Spector & Fox, 2005) or justice perception models (Skarlicki & 
Folger, 1997), predict that CWB is caused by environmental stressors (e.g., role conflict, 
organizational constraints, and perceptions of injustice). Stressors lead to negative affective 
responses or cognitions, which can lead to job strain behaviors such as CWB. There are several 
reasons to believe that men would experience more behavioral job strain (i.e., CWB) than would 
women. The job stress model predicts that greater reactivity to stressors will result in more 
CWB. Empirical evidence testing job stress models shows that men are more responsive to 
stressors, particularly when the men are high in trait anger and hostile attribution bias or low on 
agreeableness (Spector & Zhou, 2014). Men are also more likely than women to use 
externalizing rather than internalizing coping mechanisms (Garnefski, Kraaij, & van Etten, 2005; 
He, Zhau, & Archbold, 2002; Kopper & Epperson, 1996), which means they are more likely to 
respond to organizational stressors (like job constraints) with CWB than other types of coping 
behaviors (Bowling & Burns, 2015).  
Altogether, the dimensional model of CWB (Robinson & Bennett 1995) and job stress 
model of CWB (Spector & Fox, 2005) predict that men will engage in more workplace deviance 
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than women. CWB-I harms interpersonal relationships and requires disregard for the emotional 
and physical well-being of others, making it inconsistent with the communal traits that comprise 
female gender roles. CWB-I is, however, consistent with expressing dominance over others and 
using competition to get ahead, which are agentic behaviors that align with male gender roles. 
CWB-O involves self-serving behaviors that take resources away from the group, and violation 
of rules and norms that maintain the social structure of the organization. Similar to CWB-I, 
CWB-O aligns with agentic traits in which the focus is on the individual’s status and resource 
attainment, and is misaligned with communal traits that value the rules, norms, and structures 
that keep relationships intact. Furthermore, the job stress model of CWB suggests that a gender 
gap would exist for CWB if men and women differentially respond to stressors in the workplace. 
Empirical evidence has shown that men are more reactive to these stressors (Spector & Zhou, 
2014) and are therefore more likely to engage in CWB when the situation is stressful (Bowling & 
Burns, 2015).  
CWB and personality 
 Several theories have been integrated to explain how, and why, personality traits predict 
CWB. Cullen and Sackett (2003) propose that CWB can be understood as either initiated by the 
individual to satisfy a need or motive, or as a reactive behavior that is a response to 
organizational events (noting that any given behavior may be either initiated or reactive, 
depending on the individual and the situation). Personality predicts CWB by moderating two sets 
of theorized relationships: (a) the relationship between organizational features (e.g., job 
characteristics) and perceptions of the workplace (e.g., perceptions of injustice), and (b) the 
relationship between perceptions of the workplace and CWB.  
11 
 
To explain the effect of personality traits on initiated CWB, Cullen and Sackett (2003) 
draw from the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Their model proposes that 
attitudes and intentions about CWB mediate the relationship between personality traits and 
CWB. Personality traits that predispose individuals to be less likely to believe they will be 
caught engaging in CWB, more likely to believe that deviant behaviors are normative, or less 
likely to have an intention of complying with organizational norms, will all make that individual 
more likely to perform CWB. This explains why employees who are high on risk taking might 
perform more CWB, or why employees who are high on conscientiousness might perform less 
CWB. 
To explain the effect of personality traits on reactive CWB, Cullen and Sackett draw on 
the job characteristics model (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Job characteristics theory states that 
job characteristics (skill variety, task variety, task significance, autonomy, and feedback) lead the 
employee to experience different psychological states thatconsequently influence behaviors. 
Personality plays a role at each stage. First, personality affects how individuals perceive and 
appraise their job characteristics. Personality traits like pessimism, negative affectivity, and 
neuroticism lead people to perceive more injustice, perceive more threat, and generally be less 
satisfied (Aquino, Grover, Bradfield, & Allen, 1999; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002; Skarlicki, 
Folger, & Tesluk, 1999). Thus, two employees experiencing the same job characteristics might 
have very different appraisals of their jobs due to individual differences in the perception and 
appraisal of their environment. The second way personality influences reactive CWB is by 
moderating the relationship between perceptions and behaviors. Again, the theory of reasoned 
action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975) explains that attitudes about the job or organization will be most 
likely to lead to behavior once the individual has formed intentions. The extent to which 
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employees form and are likely to carry out intentions is moderated by personality. There are 
individual differences in how people react to stressors in the environment, how much self-control 
people exercise, and how people settle conflicts. Thus, individual differences affect whether 
negative reactions to the work environment will result in behavior at all.  
Spector (2011) expanded on Cullen and Sackett’s (2003) ideas by incorporating the 
stressor-emotion model (Spector & Fox, 2005) to explain reactive CWB in more detail. Spector 
(2011) proposes four ways personality influences reactive CWB. First, personality can affect 
cognitions about the work or work environment. Second, CWB affects the perceived attribution 
of causes of events. If an employee believes that his/her poor performance appraisal, for 
example, is due to an incompetent supervisor or coworker rather than the self or external causes, 
that employee may be more likely to react by engaging in CWB. Third, personality affects 
employees’ emotional reactions to work events: negative emotional reactions (e.g., anger) are 
more likely to lead to CWB. Thus, individual differences in emotions and affectivity can predict 
CWB. Finally, personality affects employees’ ability to inhibit responses; employees who are 
better able to inhibit impulses are less likely to engage in CWB as a result of a negative 
emotional reaction to work.  
More recent studies of personality and CWB have focused on “dark” traits (O’Boyle, 
Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel, 2012). Unlike the stress literature, this line of research treats CWB 
as behavior that is motivated by individual characteristics and goals, rather than reactions to the 
work environment, and is consistent with Cullen and Sackett’s (2003) “initiated” CWB. Social 
exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) is used as a framework for 
understanding how dark personality traits might lead to CWB. Social exchange theory describes 
the non-contractual, reciprocal interactions between two parties, such as a supervisor and 
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employee. According to social exchange theory, people cooperate and invest in one another 
because they trust that the other party will reciprocate in the future. In the workplace, there is 
evidence that social exchange characterizes relationships between supervisors and employees 
and between employees and organizations, and that it is normative for employees to expect a 
cooperative relationship with other employees and with the organization itself (Cropaanzano & 
Mitchell, 2005). When employee relationships are built on trust, reciprocity, and mutual 
attachment, employees have more favorable attitudes and performance outcomes (Masterson, 
Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997; 
Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). Some individuals, however, are not motivated to extend the trust, 
cooperation, and investment necessary to cultivate social exchange at work (O’Boyle et al., 
2011; Kamdar & van Dyne, 2007; Wischniewski, Windham, Juckel, & Brune, 2009).  
Evolutionary psychology predicts that most people will engage in social exchange 
behaviors because cooperation and social bonds are advantageous (Cosmides & Toobey, 1992). 
This perspective acknowledges, however, that there are multiple strategies for navigating 
hierarchical groups (Jonason, Li, Webster, & Schmitt, 2009; Kaplan & Gangestad, 2005), such 
as organizations, and that some individuals will benefit from selfish, defective behavior (Book & 
Quinsey, 2004; Mealey, 1995). If an employee does not engage in cooperative social exchange, 
there may be sanctions, but there also may be an enhanced likelihood to accrue resources 
(Cheng, Tracy, Foulsham, Kingstone, & Henrich, 2013; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). As such, 
violations of social exchange norms can sometimes be strategic. In this case, individuals are 
motivated to engage in antisocial behaviors because they have personality traits that lead them to 
pursue these types of defector strategies in groups (Jonason & Webster, 2012).  
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Collectively, these theories and models explain how individual differences in personality 
traits affect CWB. Personality traits can predispose employees to be more likely to engage in 
CWB or to use strategies that result in deviation from organizational rules. Personality traits also 
affect employee perceptions of work, appraisal of work events, and reactions to work events, all 
of which indirectly predict CWB.  
Personality mediates the gender-CWB relationship 
  The current paper proposes that personality traits can explain the CWB gender gap. The 
following sections detail how five personality traits in particular—narcissism, sadism, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence—mediate the relationship between 
gender and CWB. These five traits all have gender gaps (men are more Narcissistic and sadistic 
than women (Grijalva et al., 2015; Buckels & Paulhus, 2014); women are more agreeable, 
conscientious, and emotionally intelligent than men (Joseph & Newman, 2010; Schmitt, Realo, 
Voracek, & Allik, 2008)) and also predict counterproductive work behaviors [Narcissism and 
sadism are positively correlated with CWB (Grijalva & Newman, 2015; Miller, 2017; Thibault, 
2016); agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence are negatively correlated 
with CWB (Berry et al., 2007; Cote, DeCelles, McCarthy, van Kleef, & Hideg, 2011). Therefore, 
we predict that Narcissism, sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence 
will together mediate the relationship between gender and CWB (see Figure 1). 
Narcissism and Gender. Narcissism is a personality trait that describes individuals who 
have dispositions similar to the features found in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders (DSM-5; APA; 2000) description of Narcissistic Personality Disorder (NPD). These 
narcissistic dispositions occur in subclinical samples and exist on a trait continuum, unlike the 
clinical disorder classification (Buss & Chiodo, 1991; Emmons, 1987; Paulhus & Williams, 
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2002; Raskin & Hall, 1979). Individuals high on trait Narcissism have a grandiose sense of self-
importance or uniqueness, require attention and admiration from others, have a strong sense of 
entitlement and are interpersonally exploitative and self-centered (Emmons, 1987; Morf & 
Rhodewalt, 2001; Raskin & Hall, 1979). Narcissists display particularly problematic 
interpersonal behaviors when they experience “ego threat” (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998; 
Baumeister & Vohs, 2001), including sudden displays of aversive emotional reactions (anger, 
rage, frustration) and acts of aggression (Kernis & Sun, 1994). These hostile and reactive 
behaviors might be a mechanism to protect the ego and maintain positive self-evaluations in the 
face of negative evaluations and criticism from others (Barry, Chaplin, & Grafeman, 2006; 
Smalley &. Stake, 1996; Twenge & Campbell, 2003).  
Narcissism has been linked to some desirable attributes and outcomes, such as self-
esteem (Campbell, Reeder, Sedikides, & Elliot, 2000), career success (Hill & Yousey, 1998), and 
innovation (Chatterjee & Hambrick, 2007). There are examples of highly successful individuals 
(high profile CEOs like Jack Welsh, George Soros, and Steve Jobs: Grijalva & Harms, 2014; 
Maccoby, 2000) who appear to have narcissistic traits. Leadership roles are often granted to 
those who express interest in commanding the group, have charisma, and focus on the greatness 
and importance of what is being done; making narcissists prime candidates for these positions, 
even if they do not serve as good leaders once elected (Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006; Grijalva, et 
al., 2015; Kets de Vries & Miller, 1985; Nevicka, de Hoogh, van Vianen, Beersma, & McIlwain, 
2011).  
Narcissistic characteristics overlap with male gender roles and include agentic behaviors 
like exerting dominance over others, engaging in competition where regard for other people’s 
well-being is not valued, and leading others. Culture-bound gender norms also make it more 
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acceptable for men than for women to focus on themselves vs. other people, be opinionated, and 
be self-promoting (Foster, Campbell, & Twenge, 2003; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & 
Nauts, 2012; Twenge, 2009); which are all qualities that are consistent with Narcissistic 
personality. Additionally, men are permitted to react to threat in ways that are similar to 
Narcissistic reactions; that is, expressing sudden anger and being physically and verbally 
aggressive. Conversely, female gender roles emphasize traits and behaviors that are inconsistent 
with Narcissism, such as expressing empathy and concern for others, prioritizing other people’s 
needs above one’s own, and valuing humility. Cultural norms also dictate that women cannot 
express anger (Kelly & Hutson-Comeaux, 2000) or be aggressive, particularly when unprovoked 
(Bettancourt & Miller, 1996; Burt, 1983; Eagly & Steffen, 1986; Hyde, 1984). The conceptual 
overlap between Narcissism and the agentic traits that describe male gender roles suggests that 
men should be more narcissistic than women, which is empirically supported by hundreds of 
studies based on nearly half a million participants (Grijlava, et al., 2015). Furthermore, the facets 
of Narcissism that are most related to male gender roles (exploitation/entitlement and 
leadership/authority) have the largest gender differences (d = .29; k =44; N = 44,108; d = .20; k 
= 40; N = 44,739). 
Narcissism and CWB. Narcissists are likely to engage in CWB because they tend to 
react to threatening situations with aggression (Baumeister, Smart, Boden, & 1996; Bushman & 
Baumeister, 1998; Penney & Spector, 2002) and they have an adversarial interpersonal 
orientation (Wu & LeBreton, 2011). The theory of threatened egotism (Baumeister et al., 1996) 
predicts that narcissists will react with aggression specifically when their egos are threatened. 
Ego threat can be caused by anything that challenges the narcissist’s aggrandized self-image, 
including seemingly innocuous behaviors that are common in the workplace (Girjalva & Harms, 
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2014; Penney & Spector, 2002). Performance appraisals, advice from coworkers, customer 
complaints, presenting ideas that are not adopted, and being denied promotions are all potential 
threats to self-esteem (Kausel, Culbertson, Leiva, Slaughter, & Jackson, 2015; O’Reilly, Doerr, 
& Chatman, 2017). Despite the potential damage that these commonplace work situations can 
cause for narcissists, they tend to actively seek out feedback in a quest for admiration 
(Baumeister & Vohs, 2001). Given that narcissists’ self-images are typically much more 
favorable than other people’s perceptions or objective measures (Campbell, Goodie, & Foster, 
2004; Farwell & Wohlwend-Lloyd, 1998; John & Robins, 1994; Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006), it 
is likely that feedback received in the workplace will be incongruous with narcissists’ self-
perceptions and will damage their egos. The grandiosity and overly favorable self-presentation 
that characterizes narcissism is used to shield the self from such threat (Raskin, 1991), but once 
an ego violation has occurred, narcissists are likely to respond with hostility, which serves to 
punish the perpetrator and restore superiority of the self.  
 When narcissists inevitably encounter ego threats at work, their aggressive responses 
constitute both interpersonal and organizational deviance. Narcissists seek vengeance against the 
individuals who caused them harm (Ferriday, Vartanian, & Mandel, 2011; Meier, & Semmer, 
2013; Rasmussen, 2016); such retaliatory behaviors constitute CWB-I. They may also seek 
retribution for these infractions by stealing time and resources from the organization itself; such 
retribution would constitute CWB-O. These behaviors are motivated by emotional responses to 
ego threat; specifically, anger mediates the relationship between narcissism and CWB (Penney & 
Spector, 2002). Anger is an emotional reaction that can lead to impulsive outbursts of verbal and 
physical aggression that are counterproductive (e.g., cursing at coworkers, damaging company 
property, physically assaulting an employee). Narcissists are not only more likely to get angry in 
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response to these threatening work events (e.g., receiving a negative performance review), they 
are also more likely to perceive these situations as threatening in the first place (Brunell & Davis, 
2016; Meier & Semmer, 2013; Penney & Spector, 2002; Spector, 2011). Because the theory of 
threatened egotism (Baumeister et al., 1996) would predict that narcissists will experience more 
negative emotional reactions at work than will non-narcissists, the personality-CWB models 
(Cullen & Sackett, 2003; Spector & Fox, 2005) can also explain why Narcissists would engage 
in more CWB. Ego threats can be viewed as stressors in the work environment that 
disproportionately cause negative reactions in narcissists, which in turn lead to CWB.   
 Narcissists are also dispositionally more likely to engage in CWB because they are likely 
to be high on traits and characteristics that would lead to interpersonal and organizational 
deviance, regardless of whether they are experiencing ego threat. Narcissists’ disregard for 
others’ well-being, selfishness, and dominating interpersonal style means that they frequently 
engage in incivility, manipulation, and abusive behaviors (Dickinson & Pincus, 2003; Grijalva & 
Harms, 2014; Kausel et al., 2013; Wu & LeBreton). Narcissists tend to be more impulsive 
(Vazire & Funder, 2006), experience more negative affectivity (Meier & Semmer, 2013; 
Rhodewalt & Morf, 1998), have more hostile attribution bias (Spector, 2011), and are more 
reactive to minor transgressions (Britt & Garrity, 2006; Brunell & Davis, 2016), all of which are 
traits linked to CWB (Blick & Schutte, 2017; Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Spector, 2011; Spector 
& Fox, 2010).  
In terms of the Five Factor Model of personality, narcissists have been described as 
having a combination of high extroversion, low agreeableness, and high neuroticism (Bradlee & 
Emmons, 1992; McCrae & John, 1992; Saulsman & Page, 2004; Trull, 1992). This combination 
of disagreeableness, dominance, and instability makes it likely that narcissists will experience 
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interpersonal conflicts at work. Positioning narcissism within the interpersonal circumplex model 
of personality (Wiggins, 1979) shows that narcissists are high on agency, driven by status, and 
seek dominance over others rather than affiliation (Bradlee & Emmons, 1992; Miller, Price, 
Gentile, Lynam, & Campbell, 2012; Ruiz, Smith, Rhodewalt, 2001). Because narcissists adopt 
this aversive interpersonal style, they are unlikely to reciprocate in social exchange relationships, 
causing interpersonal and organizational harm (O’Boyle et al., 2011). This adversarial 
orientation makes narcissists likely to have shallow, transactional relationships that lack 
connection (Campbell & Foster, 2002; Foster & Campbell, 2005). As a consequence, narcissists 
tend to treat others poorly (i.e., CWBI) and have selfish disregard for group resources (i.e., 
CWBO) (Campbell, Bush, Brunell, & Shelton, 2005; Miller, Hoffman, Gaugham, Gentile, 
Maples, & Campbell, 2011).  
 Situational and dispositional factors can collectively explain why narcissists are more 
likely than non-narcissists to engage in CWB. Empirical evidence confirms that narcissism is 
positively related to CWB. Meta-analytic estimates of the relationship show a moderate 
correlation between narcissism and CWB (ρ = .23; k = 15; N = 3,600; Grijalva & Newman, 
2015). Narcissism is the best predictor of CWB among the “dark triad” personality traits 
(Grijalva & Newman, 2015; O’Boyle et al., 2011) and remains the best unique individual 
difference predictor of CWB after controlling for Big Five personality traits (Grijlava & 
Newman, 2015; Judge, LePine, & Rich, 2006).  
 Narcissism and CWB gender gap. Narcissism is a likely candidate for a personality trait 
that can explain some of the gender gap in CWB. Narcissistic characteristics overlap 
considerably with male social roles, which means men are more likely to be narcissistic than 
women. Narcissists are also more likely to commit CWB than non-narcissists. Therefore, it is 
20 
 
reasonable to expect that narcissism partially mediates the relationship between gender and 
CWB, and can partly explain why men engage in more CWB than women.  
Hypothesis 1: Narcissism mediates the effect of gender on CWB 
 Sadism and gender. Sadism is a relatively new addition to the dark personality literature 
and describes the tendency to derive pleasure from other people’s pain (Buckels, Jones, & 
Paulhus, 2013; Buckels & Paulhus, 2014; O’Meara, Davies, & Hammond, 2011). This 
“everyday” sadism appears in non-clinical samples and includes direct behaviors that actively 
harm others verbally and physically in addition to vicarious enjoyment derived from witnessing 
pain and suffering (Buckels, 2012; Buckels et al., 2013; Davies & O’Meara, 2007). Some 
conceptualizations of sadism emphasize the importance of subjugation in these behaviors 
(O’Meara et al., 2011; Plouffe, Saklofske, & Smith, 2017); sadists tend to be motivated to 
dominate, control, and crush other people.  
Unlike other dark personality traits (such as the “dark triad”: narcissism, psychopathy, 
and Machiavellianism), sadism describes an appetitive motivation for cruelty that is separate 
from instrumental motivations. For example, narcissists are concerned with preserving their 
inflated self-image and protecting the ego (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996; Raskin, 1991); 
psychopaths impulsively seize opportunities to take advantage of others (Furnham, Richards, & 
Paulhus, 2013; Paulhus, 2014); Machiavellians are concerned with status, resource, and goal 
attainment (Dahling, Whitaker, & Levy, 2009; Jones & Paulhus, 2012; Paulhus, 2014). Thus, 
dark triad traits are likely to be aggressive, cruel, and antisocial when such behavior is useful. 
Sadists, however, are likely to engage in these antagonist behaviors just for intrinsic pleasure 
(Buckels, Trapnell, & Paulhus, 2014; Tremoliere & Djeriouat, 2016).  
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Because everyday sadism is a relatively emerging construct in the dark personality 
literature, there is relatively little research that focuses on gender differences in sadism. Sadistic 
behaviors and motivations can, however, be compared to agentic and communal qualities to 
make predictions about gender differences (Eagly & Wood, 2012). Sadists often dominate others 
by belittling them, humiliating them, and exerting control over them (Baumeister & Campbell, 
1999; Kreuger, 2010; Plouffe et al., 2017). The tendency to be dominant in social hierarchies, 
assume positions of power, and exercise force are all agentic behaviors that are consistent with 
male social roles. Asserting power and control over others is at odds with communal goals; 
rather, these behaviors are likely to foster discord, violate trust, and erode social relationships 
within groups. Sadists who take pleasure in the harming of others are also unlikely to 
demonstrate the warmth, empathy, and concern for others that is characteristic of communion. 
Sadistic tendencies are more consistent with the agentic traits that describe male gender roles 
than they do the communal traits that describe female gender roles. Therefore, the biosocial 
construction theory of sex differences (Eagly &Wood, 2012) would predict that men are more 
sadistic than women.  
Sadism is also related to a number of traits and behaviors that are typically higher in men 
than women. Sadism is associated with sensation seeking (Baumeister & Campbell, 1999; 
Chabrol, van Leeuwen, Rodgers, & Sejourne, 2009; Velotti & Garofalo, 2015), unprovoked 
aggression (Buckels et al., 2013; Buckels et al., 2014; Heilbrun & Loftus, 1986; Reidy, Zeichner, 
& Seibert, 2011), empathic deficits (Kirsh & Becker, 2007; Sest & March, 2017), and patriarchal 
attitudes (Russell & King, 2015), all of which are greater in males (Archer, 2004; Bettancourt & 
Miller, 1996; Cross, Copping, & Campbell, 2011; Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983; Sugarman & 
Frankel, 1996).  
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Sadism and CWB. The affective dissonance necessary to be sadistic makes it likely that 
sadists will have interpersonal conflicts, will be motivated to bully and humiliate other 
employees, and will be willing to engage in destructive behaviors (e.g., gossip, sabotaging 
coworkers) that are counter to an organization’s goals (Paulhus, 2014). Because sadism involves 
atypical affective responses (e.g., laughing when someone is hurt), the emotion-stress models of 
CWB (Spector & Fox, 2005) are unlikely to explain the relationship between sadism and 
counterproductivity at work. Rather, sadism is likely a dispositional predictor of CWB. Sadists 
are motivated to inflict physical and emotional pain on others; therefore, sadistic behaviors are 
inherently harmful interpersonal interactions and overlap with counterproductive work 
behaviors. Pulling mean pranks, humiliating someone publically, verbally denigrating others, 
physically hurting people, teasing people to make them feel bad, making jokes and comments 
that make people feel uncomfortable, ashamed, or unsafe; and dominating others with fear or 
coercion are behaviors used to describe both sadism and CWB (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; 
Buckels & Paulhus, 2014; O’Meara et al., 2011; Plouffe et al., 2017). Sadism is also linked to 
sexual misconduct (Heilbrun & Loftus, 1986) that is motivated by controlling and dominating 
others. This behavior and motivation is similar to what has been observed about sexual 
harassment in the workplace. Perpetrators of sexual harassment are often motivated more by 
power dynamics than by satisfying sexual desires (Cleveland & Kerst, 1993; Fain & Anderton, 
1987; McLaughlin, Uggen, Blackstone, 2012).  
There are only a few studies that have examined the relationship between sadism and 
CWB, but the evidence thus far shows that sadism is highly predictive of both CWBI and 
CWBO (Miller, 2017; Thibault, 2016). In these studies, sadism has the largest effect on CWB  
compared to dark triad traits (narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy) and predicts 
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CWB even after controlling for these other dark traits. Sadism is also predictive of a number of 
behaviors that would be considered CWB if they were performed in the context of work. Sadism 
predicts bullying (Chabrol et al., 2009), cyberbullying and trolling (Buckels et al., 2014; van 
Geel, Goemans, Toprak, & Vedder, 2017), and unprovoked aggression (Buckels et al., 2013; 
Reidy, Zeichner, & Seibert, 2011; Pfattheicher & Schindler, 2015).  
Sadism and CWB gender gap. Sadism is another likely candidate for a personality trait 
that can explain some of the gender gap in CWB. Sadistic characteristics overlap considerably 
with male social roles, which means men are more likely to be sadistic than women. Sadists are 
also more likely to commit CWB. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that sadism partially 
mediates the relationship between gender and CWB, and can partly explain why men engage in 
more CWB than women.  
 Hypothesis 2: Sadism mediates the relationship between gender and CWB. 
 Agreeableness and gender. Agreeableness is a Big Five personality trait that describes 
individuals who are warm, trusting, nurturing, deferential, tolerant, and forgiving (McCrae & 
Costa, 1987; McCrae & John, 1992; Golderg, 1992; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996). There is 
substantial overlap between the adjectives used to describe agreeableness and those used to 
describe communion (Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001; Lippa, 1995).  Because 
agreeableness and communion describe many of the same traits, agreeableness conceptually 
overlaps with female gender roles. The biosocial construction theory of sex differences (Eagly & 
Wood, 2012) predicts that characteristics that describe female gender roles occur more in women 
than men; therefore, agreeableness is predicted to be higher in females than males. This 
prediction has been widely supported by meta-analyses that examined gender differences across 
thousands of people in many cultures (Costa et al., 2001; Feingold, 1994; Schmitt et al., 2008). 
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Furthermore, agreeableness has been positively correlated with femininity and negatively 
correlated with masculinity (Marusic & Bratko, 1998; Williams, Satterwhite, & Best, 1999), 
suggesting that women are higher on agreeableness because the trait is more aligned with female 
sex roles.  
 Agreeableness and CWB. Agreeableness is a trait that describes how people approach 
interpersonal interactions and relationships (Costa, McCrae, Dye, 1991; DeYoung, Weisberg, 
Quilty, Peterson, 2003; Digman, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1989). Agreeable individuals are 
motivated to minimize conflict and confrontation, which extends to the way they treat colleagues 
and supervisors at work. This motivation to be deferential and maintain social harmony means 
that agreeable employees are unlikely to be a part of interpersonal conflicts or incivility that 
might constitute CWBI. Agreeableness is also related to the worldview that people are generally 
trustworthy. This leads agreeable individuals to be altruistic, generous with time and resources, 
and have a selfless concern for others (Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991). For this reason, agreeable 
employees would be unlikely to destroy company property, interfere with organizational 
performance goals, or harm the organization’s reputation; because these actions will negatively 
impact the people they work with. Furthermore, when violations of trust occur, agreeable 
individuals are more likely to respond with forgiveness than anger (Brose, Rye, Lutz-Zois, & 
Ross, 2005; Dahlen & White, 2006; McCullough, 2001; Meier, Robinson, Wilkowski, 2006). 
Therefore, even when agreeable employees encounter situations that are unfair, frustrating, or 
stressful, they are less likely than other employees to experience negative affect that would make 
them more likely to engage in CWB (Bradfield & Aquino, 1999; Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, & 
Hair, 1996), as predicted by the emotion-stress models (Cullen & Sackett, 2003; Spector & Fox, 
2005; Spector, 2011).  
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The relationship between agreeableness and CWB has been extensively studied, and 
meta-analyses show that agreeableness is negatively correlated with both CWBI (ρ-.46; k = 10; 
N = 3,336; Berry et al., 2007) and CWBO (ρ = -.32; k = 8; N = 2,934; Berry et al., 2007). 
Agreeableness is also positively related to integrity test scores, which are typically used in 
selection settings to predict CWB (Marcus, Lee, Ashton, 2007; Ones & Viswesvaran, 2001). 
Additionally, agreeableness has been positively correlated with variables that are inconsistent 
with CWB—prosocial behaviors (Hilbig, Glockner, & Zettler, 2014), prosocial values (Roccas, 
Sagiv, Schwartz & Knafo, 2002), and fair distribution of resources (Zhao & Smillier, 2015)—
and negatively correlated with variables that would constitute CWB if encountered in a 
workplace setting—social norm violations (Zhao, Ferguson, & Smillier, 2017), likelihood to 
sexually harass (Lee, Gizzarone, Ashton 2003), incivility (Taylor & Kluemper, 2012), bullying 
(Mathisen, Einarsen, Mykleton 2010; Mitsopoulou & Giovazolias, 2015), and verbal and 
physical aggression (Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1996; Tremblay & Ewart, 2005).  
Agreeableness and CWB gender gap. Agreeableness is a likely candidate for a 
personality trait that can explain some of the gender gap in CWB. Agreeable characteristics 
overlap with female social roles, which means women are more likely to be agreeable than men. 
Agreeable individuals are also less likely to commit CWB than disagreeable individuals. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that agreeableness partially mediates the relationship 
between gender and CWB.  
Hypothesis 3: Agreeableness mediates the relationship between gender and CWB 
Conscientiousness and gender. Conscientiousness is a trait defined by the propensity to follow 
socially prescribed norms, control impulses, be task and goal oriented, and to delay gratification 
(John & Srivastrava, 1999; Roberts, Jackson, Fayard, Edmonds &Meints, 2009). Conscientious 
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individuals have strong work ethic and are often described as detail-oriented, dependable, 
industrious, committed, and responsible (Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 2005). 
Historically, the trait is derived from the idea that people vary in “ego strength” (Costa, McCrae, 
& Dye, 1990; Roberts, et al., 2009); conscientiousness is related to having control over impulses 
for pleasure or hedonism in ways that allow behavior to be congruent with societal norms. 
Gender differences might exist for conscientiousness because women tend to feel like they have 
to work harder than men to achieve the same work performance ratings because of potential 
gender prejudice in performance appraisal (Gorman & Kmec, 2007), historically lower 
employment rates for women (OECD, 2009), and historically lower income (Blau & Kahn, 
2006), making it less likely that they would jeopardize their jobs by engaging in activities that 
are not focused on work tasks. These contextual variables might mean that women are more 
motivated to engage in conscientious behaviors: women are more likely than men to be 
dependable, reliable, and organized; women are also are less likely to engage in risk-taking 
behaviors, norm violations, or breaking the rules.  
Women are more likely to be reliable, dependable, and responsible because these 
qualities help facilitate interpersonal relationships (Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990) and 
are therefore aligned with communal goals and female gender roles. Gendered differences in 
parenting responsibilities might also explain why mothers have to be more conscientious than 
fathers. Social investment can explain how personality develops over the lifespan as people 
encounter different circumstances, expectations, and activities associated with different lifestages 
(Lodi-Smith & Roberts, 2007; Roberts & Wood, 2006; Roberts, Wood, & Smith, 2005). One key 
change in the transition from adolescence to adulthood is becoming a parent, which may cause 
adults to become more conscientious as they suddenly have more responsibility for organizing 
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the lives of their children (Cohen, Kasen, Chen, Hartmark, & Gordon, 2003; Srivastava, John, 
Gosling, & Potter, 2003). Given that mothers bear more responsibility than fathers to attend to 
children’s daily needs (Barnett & Baruch, 1987; Menaghan & Parcel, 1990; Sabattini & Leaper, 
2004; Thompson & Walker, 1989) adult women, on average, might become more reliable, 
dependable, and organized than adult men, on average. 
Valuing and practicing caution are conscientious behaviors, and there is empirical 
support for women being more risk-averse than men (Byrnes, Miller, & Schafer, 1999). Risk 
taking includes not only dangerous behaviors (e.g., drug use) but also more mundane decisions 
like whether to raise one’s hand in class (Byrnes et al., 1999), making more stable career choices 
(Sapienza, Zingales, & Maestripieri, 2009), taking fewer economic risks (Borghans, Golsteyn, 
Heckman, and Meijers, 2009; Croson & Gneezy, 2009), and making safer financial decisions, 
like saving for retirement (Bajtelsmit & van Derhei, 1997; Hinz, McCarthy, & Turner, 1997; 
Watson & McNoughton, 2007). There is risk of failure and social exclusion associated with 
perusing leadership positions, displaying confidence, being bold, being competitive, and holding 
opinions that might be unconventional or unpopular, all of which can be characterized as agentic 
qualities. As such, cautious behaviors that fall within the trait of conscientiousness are more 
consistent with communion than agency, and are consequently more likely to be observed in 
women than men.  
Finally, conscientiousness includes adherence to rules and norms that makes 
conscientious individuals more conventional, traditional, dutiful, and law abiding. Women are 
more likely than men to be conforming (Cross & Madson, 1997; Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Carli, 
1981; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). The gender gap in academic achievement (females outperform 
males in primary education) might be partially attributable to girls’ being faster to adapt and 
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adjust to school routines than boys (Steinmayr & Spinath, 2008), and women are more likely 
than men to abide by organizational rules at work (Portillo & DeHart-Davis, 2009). The gender 
difference in rule abidance could be attributable to power differences in men and women, where 
women feel uncomfortable challenging group social norms because such behavior demonstrates 
dominance (Eagly & Chrvala, 1986). Women might be motivated to avoid behaviors that signal 
dominance in social settings because dominance is an agentic trait that is inconsistent with 
female gender norms. Social norms and group rules also help maintain social order, group 
cohesion, and pleasant interpersonal dynamics (Abrams, Palmer, Rutland, Cameron, & Vyver, 
2013; Berkowitz & Daniels, 1963; Durkheim, 1951). Communion emphasizes the importance of 
maintaining group cohesion, harmonious interpersonal relationships, and a sense of community. 
Therefore, adhering to norms and obeying rules are consistent with communal goals and female 
gender roles. Thus, because conscientiousness includes the propensity to adhere to rules and 
follow social norms, women are more likely to be conscientious than men.   
Conscientiousness and CWB. Conscientiousness is related to CWB in three ways. First, 
conscientiousness is associated with task-orientation and goal achievement and CWB explicitly 
interferes with work tasks and organizational goals (CWB can include neglecting work or 
purposefully putting inadequate effort into the job). Second, conscientiousness is related to 
adherence to norms and CWB is defined, in part, by deviance from organizational norms for 
behavior and performance. Third, conscientiousness is related to controlling impulses, which 
means that conscientious individuals are less likely to respond to stressors with CWB.  
Conscientious employees are achievement oriented and focused on completing tasks that 
get them closer to reaching performance goals. They are more likely to be engaged and 
motivated to learn (Colquitt & Simming, 1996; Erez & Judge, 2001; Locke & Latham,, 2002; 
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Macey & Schneider, 2008). Conscientiousness also moderates the relationship between 
engagement and performance, such that engaged and motivated employees are able to achieve 
their performance goals if they are high in conscientiousness (i.e., work hard, are persistent, 
careful, and goal oriented; Bakker, Demerouti & Brummelhuis, 2012). Employees who are 
spending their time completing work tasks and are motivated to achieve work goals are less 
likely to engage in CWB or withdrawal behaviors (e.g., daydreaming) that are incompatible with 
goal achievement. Task performance, persistence, and goal setting are all negatively correlated 
with CWB (Colquitt et al., 2013; Jackson et al., 2010).  
Conscientiousness includes behaviors related to rule adherence, conformity to norms, and 
the belief that such rules and norms can and should be followed. Workplace deviance is, in part, 
defined by breaking norms at work, including violating formalized organizational rules (e.g., 
theft or sharing confidential information), informal social norms about how to interact with other 
employees (e.g., cursing at a coworker), and standards of fairness for allocating and sharing 
resources (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Kaplan, 1975; Robinson & Bennett, 2000; Tepper, 2000). 
Because conscientious employees are more likely to adhere to and value rules, regulations, and 
norms, they are less likely to be deviant. Employees are less likely to engage in CWB when they 
have intentions to follow organizational rules and social norms and when they believe that such 
rules are being followed by others (Cullen & Sackett, 1987; Jensen & Patel, 2011; Ryan & 
Sackett, 1987). The motivation for compliance that is embedded in conscientiousness means that 
individuals high on the trait are less likely to engage in CWB.   
In addition to dispositional explanations for how conscientiousness relates to CWB, stress 
models can also be used to explain why the trait would be associated with lower levels of 
deviance (Spector & Fox, 2005; Spector, 2011). Conscientious individuals will exert self-control 
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of impulses when the expression of such impulses would be inappropriate (Roberts, Bogg, 
Walton, Chernyshenko, & Stark, 2004). Such inhibition prevents these individuals from 
responding to stressors by harming other employees, acting with incivility and aggression, 
destroying company property, or wasting resources (Baumeister, Heatherton, & Tice, 1994; 
Maloney, Grawitch, & Barber, 2012; Penney & Spector, 2002; Yan, Zhou, Long, & Ji, 2014).  
For these reasons, conscientiousness has been negatively correlated with CWB (Berry et 
al., 2007; Dalal, 2005; Salgado, 2002; Sackett & DeVore, 2001). Most recent meta-analytic 
estimates show that conscientiousness is negatively related to both CWB-I (ρ = -.23; k = 11; N = 
3,458; Berry et al., 2007) and CWB-O (ρ = -.42; k = 8; N = 2,934; Berry et al., 2007). 
Additionally, integrity tests, which predict CWB (ρ = -.47; k = 443; N = 507, 688; Ones, 
Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 2003), conceptually overlap with conscientiousness, leading some 
researchers to conclude that integrity tests are little more than a measure of the conscientiousness 
personality trait (Marcus & Schuler, 2004; Murphy & Lee, 1994; Ones & Viswesvaran, 2001).  
Conscientiousness and CWB gender gap. Conscientiousness is a likely candidate for a 
personality trait that can explain some of the gender gap in CWB. Conscientious behaviors and 
characteristics overlap with female social roles, which means women are more likely to be 
conscientious than men. Conscientious individuals are also less likely to commit CWB than low-
conscientiousness individuals. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that conscientiousness 
partially mediates the relationship between gender and CWB.  
Hypothesis 4: Conscientiousness mediates the relationship between gender and CWB. 
Emotional intelligence and gender. Emotional intelligence (EI) is a set of abilities and 
social skills related to emotions in the self and others, including the perception and appraisal of 
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emotion, understanding the formation of emotions, emotional reasoning, and emotion regulation 
(Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 1999). Although there are models of 
emotional intelligence that assess the motivation and propensity to engage in emotionally 
intelligent behaviors (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2000), these models conflated emotional 
intelligence with personality (Joseph, Jin, Newman, & O’Boyle, 2015; Joseph & Newman, 2010; 
McCrae, 2000; Petrides, Pita, & Kokkinaki, 2007). For construct clarity, the current paper uses 
the ability model conceptualization of EI, treating it as set of abilities and skills that are 
measured via a performance-based test with right-wrong answers (Daus & Ashkanasy, 2005). 
The biosocial construction theory of sex differences (Eagly & Wood, 2012) predicts that women 
would be more emotionally intelligent than men, because historically women have been tasked 
with emotional labor duties, which have resulted in female gender roles reflecting emotional 
labor skills. As women are socialized, they get more practice thinking about, exploring, and 
discussing emotional states than males (Brody, 1985; Dunn, Bretherton, & Munn, 1987; Fivush, 
Brotman, Buckner, & Goodman, 2000), which should mean they are more skilled at the 
individual abilities that comprise emotional intelligence. Female gender roles also overlap with 
communal traits that emphasize emotional appraisal, understanding, and regulation (e.g., 
empathic, understanding, patient, nurturing). This means that women value social skills and are 
interested in emotion-laden interactions more than men are (Bulan, Erickson, & Wharton, 1997; 
Su & Rounds, 2015).  
Women tend to be better at the performing all the subdimensions of emotional 
intelligence (emotion perception, emotion understanding, emotion regulation), as shown by 
Joseph and Newman (2010). Emotion perception in others is primarily assessed through 
nonverbal cues, such as facial expressions and gestures (Feldman, White, & Labato, 1982). 
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Women outperform men in identifying nonverbal emotional cues in others (Hall, 1979; 
Rosenthal, Hall, DiMatteo, Rogers, & Archer, 1979), facial expression processing (McClure, 
2000), and differentiating between subtle emotion expression (Hall & Matsumoto, 2004). 
Additionally, women have more emotional self-awareness and are better able to articulate 
complex emotional states (Barret, Lane, Sechrest, & Schwarz, 2000; Ciarrochi, Hynes, & 
Crittenden, 2005). Emotional understanding requires empathy and appropriate emotional 
expression and reactions (Vachon & Lynam, 2016). Women tend to outperform men on 
empathic skills (Baron-Cohen & Wheelwright, 2004; Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983; Hoffman, 
1977) and emotion expression (Mayer & Geher, 1996).  
For these reasons, there is a large gender gap in emotional intelligence (Mayer et al., 
1999; van Rooy, Alonso, & Viswesvaran, 2005). A comprehensive meta-analysis showed that 
women scored higher than men on emotional intelligence ability (d = .52; k = 14; N = 2,216), as 
well as the four subdimensions of emotional intelligence: emotion perception (d = .53; k = 8; N = 
1,065), emotion understanding (d = .31; k = 6; N = 861), emotion facilitation (d = .41; k = 9; N = 
1, 280), and emotion regulation (d = .47; k = 9; N = 1, 190) (Joseph & Newman, 2010).  
Emotional intelligence and CWB. Employees with high emotional intelligence are less 
likely to engage in CWB because they are better able to cope with stressors by successfully 
regulating emotions in themselves and others (Devonish & Greenidge, 2010; Spector & Fox, 
2002). Having control over emotional reactions at work, particularly being able to recognize and 
reduce negative emotions at work, will make employees less likely to experience stress, and 
therefore less likely to engage in reactive CWB (Harvey & Dasborough, 2006; Quebbeman & 
Rozell, 2002; Petrides, Fredickson, & Furnham, 2004). Stressors are not limited to job and 
workplace characteristics. Using drugs and alcohol, for example, could be the result of poor 
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emotional appraisal and regulation skills (see Brackett, Mayer, & Warner, 2004). Emotional 
intelligence is also related to having positive social interactions, which means employees high on 
emotional intelligence are less likely to have interpersonal disputes with coworkers that might 
lead to verbal or physical aggression, incivility, and bullying. Emotional intelligence is related to 
fewer negative interactions with friends (Brackett et al., 2004; Lopes, Salovey, & Straus, 2003; 
Schutte et al., 2001) and less bullying (Baroncelli & Ciucci, 2014; Bennett & Sawatzky, 2013; 
Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2012). Conversely, it has been proposed that managers should hone their 
soft skills (i.e., emotional intelligence) as a strategy to reduce CWBI and unethical work climates 
(Sheehan, 1999). Emotional intelligence is indeed negatively related to CWBI (Devonish & 
Greenidge, 2010) and unethical behavior (Joseph, Berry, & Deshpande, 2008), and positively 
related to conflict resolution strategies (Jordan & Troth, 2004; Rahim & Psenicka, 2002; Suliman 
& Al-Shaikh, 2006) and valuing a professional work climate (Mesmer-Magnus, Viswesvaran, & 
Deshpande, & Joseph, 2010).  
Emotional intelligence and CWB gender gap. Emotional intelligence is a likely 
candidate for a personality trait that can explain some of the gender gap in CWB. Emotional 
intelligence skills overlap with female social roles, which means women are more likely to be 
emotionally intelligent than men. Emotionally intelligent individuals are also less likely to 
commit CWB than individuals with low emotional intelligence. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
expect that emotional intelligence partially mediates the relationship between gender and CWB.  
Hypothesis 5: Emotional intelligence mediates the relationship between gender and 
CWB.  
 
Sex role orientation and gender. The model described above uses the biosocial 
construction theory of sex differences (Eagly & Wood, 2012; Wood & Eagly, 2012) to predict 
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how men and women would differ in personality traits that better exemplify agentic or 
communal qualities. These predictions rely on the assumption that men are better described with 
agentic traits and women are better described with communal traits. Although this assumption 
about agency and communion explains the differences between male and female stereotypes, and 
gender is often used as a proxy for agency and communion (e.g., Kurt, Inman, Argo, 2011), 
individuals do not always behave in ways that are consistent with gender role stereotypes 
(Madera, Hebl, & Martin, 2009). Certain situational contexts can make gender roles less salient 
for the individual and therefore less likely to engage in stereotypic behavior (Deaux & Major, 
1987; Eagly, 1987). Being in a supervisory role at work, for example, makes individuals more 
likely to behave agentically, regardless of gender (Moskowitz, Suh, & Desaulniers, 1994). 
Changes in culture have also increased agency in women over time (Twenge, 1997), 
demonstrating that sex roles are not exclusively determined by gender. Measures of sex roles 
include separate scales for agency and communion (Bem, 1974; Helgeson, 1994; Spence & 
Helmreich, 1978) because data demonstrated that these constructs did not represent one bipolar 
dimension and that gender alone could not fully explain agency and communion scores (Leaper, 
1987). Furthermore, individuals who integrate agentic and communal traits are theorized to have 
more adaptive and fully developed personalities (Bakan, 1966; Block, 1973; Nickerson, 1977), 
making it necessary to treat agency and communion as independent individual differences.  
 For these reasons, researchers have cautioned against assuming that sex differences are 
equivalent to sex role differences, and have urged that future studies need to explicitly measure 
the underlying mechanism (i.e., sex role orientation (agency and communion)) (Eddleston, 
Veiga, & Powell, 2006; Konrad, Ritchie, Lieb, & Corrigall, 2000). Several studies have 
employed this strategy and have found that sex role orientation mediates sex differences in a 
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number of outcomes such as wages (Judge & Livingston, 2008), career paths (Diekman, Brown, 
Johnston, & Clark, 2010), pathology (Huselid, Farmer, & Cooper, 1994), response to stressors 
(Smith, Gallo, Goble, Ngu, & Stark, 1998), spatial abilities (Saucier, McCreary, & Saxberg, 
2002), and leadership emergence (Badura et al., in press). To perform an explicit test of the 
biosocial construction theory of sex differences, we propose that sex role orientation (agency and 
communion) is a mediator of sex differences in all the aforementioned personality traits: 
Hypothesis 6a: Agency and communion mediate sex differences in narcissism  
Hypothesis 6b: Agency and communion mediate sex differences in sadism  
Hypothesis 6c: Agency and communion mediate sex differences in agreeableness  
Hypothesis 6d: Agency and communion mediate sex differences in conscientiousness  
Hypothesis 6e: Agency and communion mediate sex differences in emotional intelligence  
 
 Sex role orientation and gender interactions. Sex role orientation may be able to 
explain why men and women, on average, have different personalities, but any given individual 
may or may not be describing themselves in accordance with their own gender stereotypes. 
Individual men might be high on communion, or individual women might be high on agency (see 
Rudman & Glick, 2001; Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman, 2008). Additionally, there is a large 
body of literature that studies the “androgynous” sex role orientation, in which the individual is 
high on both agency and communion (see Bem, 1974). As described by Whitley (1984), the most 
longstanding model of sex-role orientation and well-being is the congruence model, which posits 
that well-being will be predicted by a gender-by-sex-role interaction effect, wherein the best 
outcomes are observed for men with high masculinity, women with low masculinity, women 
with high femininity, and men with low femininity. The classic work of Lubinski, Tellegen, and 
Butcher (1981; 1983) argued that this model would be best tested in a multiple regression 
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framework with two product terms: gender × masculinity and gender × femininity. Interestingly, 
neither the Lubinski et al. papers nor the Whitley meta-analysis offered evidence to support the 
gender × sex-role interaction effect, with the exception of a single interaction effect of gender × 
femininity on a stress reaction outcome (Lubinski et al., 1981), and a single interaction effect of 
gender × masculinity on negative affectivity (Lubinski et al., 1983). More recent studies have 
occasionally found an interaction effect between agency/communion and gender (e.g., Fuegen, 
Biernat, Haines, & Deaux, 2004 [gender-agency interaction effect on lab-based ratings of 
whether a person should be hired]; Leaper, 1987 [gender-communion interaction effect on 
conversational behavior]).  
 For the current study, we hypothesize gender × sex-role congruence effects on the 
personality traits. Specifically, we hypothesize that the personality traits in the model that are 
best described as agentic (narcissism and sadism) will have stronger, positive relationships with 
agency for men than for women; and that the traits best described as communal (agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence) will have stronger relationships with communion 
for women than for men.  
Hypothesis 7a: Gender moderates the relationship between agency and narcissism, such 
that it will be stronger for men than for women. 
Hypothesis 7b: Gender moderates the relationship between agency and sadism, such that 
it will be stronger for men than for women.  
Hypothesis 7c: Gender moderates the relationship between communion and 
agreeableness, such that the relationship is stronger for women than for men.  
Hypothesis 7d: Gender moderates the relationship between communion and 
conscientiousness, such that the relationship is stronger for women than for men. 
Hypothesis 7e: Gender moderates the relationship between communion and emotional 





CHAPTER 2: STUDY 1 (META-ANALYTIC PATH MODEL)  
Data analysis  
 To test the mediating effects of personality on the gender-CWB relationship depicted in 
Figure 1 (Model A), we used meta-analytic path analysis. Meta-analytic path analysis combines 
meta-analytic methods with structural equation modeling (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995). This 
approach leverages the information the field already has about the relationships between 
variables in the model (i.e., the meta-analytic estimates of the “true” correlation of a given pair 
of constructs) to test more complex models that may have never been tested in a single sample 
(Cheung & Chan, 2005; Cheung & Cheung, 2014; Hunter, 1983; Landis, 2013; Viswesvaran & 
Ones, 1995). Meta-analytic SEM synthesizes all the meta-analytic bivariate relationships of the 
variables of interest into a single correlation matrix, which is then subjected to path analysis.  
 The first step in conducting meta-analytic SEM is creating the matrix that summarizes the 
relationships among all the variables specified in the path model. Following guidelines on using 
meta-analytic SEM in organizational research (Landis, 2013; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995), we 
first filled the matrix with previous meta-analytic estimates that broadly evaluate the 
relationships among the variables identified in the path model (e.g., Figure 1). Then we 
conducted original meta-analyses to fill in the remaining cells; this includes the relationships 
between sadism and all other variables, the relationship between CWB and Emotional 
Intelligence, and the relationship between Narcissism and Emotional Intelligence. This yielded a 
correlation matrix based on meta-analytic estimates of the bivariate relationships among all 
variables identified in the path model (Figure 1). This meta-analytic correlation matrix was used 
as input to test the path model.  
38 
 
Meta-analyses literature search and inclusion criteria 
 A literature search was performed to identify relevant primary studies for inclusion in the 
original meta-analyses. Keyword searches using combinations of the terms and instruments listed 
in Table 1 were performed for the PsycINFO, ABI/Inform, Web of Science, and Google Scholar 
databases. Additionally, conference proceedings from the past 5 years (2013-2017) for the 
Society of Industrial Organizational Psychology (SIOP) and Academy of Management (AOM) 
were searched for relevant research papers and presentations. Because the sadism measure is a 
relatively new instrument, we searched all the articles that measured sadism and retained them if 
they included relationships with any of the other variables. Articles were included if they 
reported the correlation (or information that could be used to calculate a correlation) between 
emotional intelligence and CWB, emotional intelligence and Narcissism, or sadism with any of 
the variables in the model. Juvenile and clinical samples were excluded.  
Meta-analyses data analysis 
 Meta-analyses were calculated using procedures described by Hunter and Schmidt 
(2004). These procedures weight for sample size and correct for unreliability using artifact 
distribution. Alpha reliabilities for artifact distribution are reported in Table 2.  In cases where 
there are multiple effect sizes reported for the same sample, a composite was calculated 
(Ghiselli, Campbell, & Zedeck, 1981).  
Meta-analytic path model analysis 
 A Meta-analytic path analysis was performed to test the mediation model (Model A) 
presented in Figure 1. The values of the correlation matrix used for input are reported in Table 3. 
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Analyses were carried out using the Lavaan package for structural equation modeling in R 
(Rosseel, 2012).  
Study 1 Results 
Meta-analyses 
 Literature searches yielded 8 samples for the CWB-EI relationship, 8 samples for the 
narcissism-EI relationship, 3 samples for the sadism-CWB relationship, 10 samples for the 
sadism-agreeableness relationship, 8 samples for the sadism-conscientiousness relationship, 16 
samples for the sadism-narcissism relationship, 8 samples for the sadism-gender relationship, 
and 0 studies for the sadism-EI relationship. A complete list of primary samples is provided in 
Table 4. Because we were unable to locate any studies that included sadism and performance 
measures of emotional intelligence, we expanded the search to include studies that used self-
report measures of emotional intelligence, such as Wong & Law’s (2002) self-report ability EI 
scale. After expanding the search to include self-reported measures of EI, we obtained 5 samples 
for the sadism-EI relationship. Results of the 8 original meta-analyses are reported in Table 5. 
CWB and EI had a small, negative relationship (r = -.13; ρ = -.15; k = 7; N = 1324); narcissism 
and EI had a very small negative relationship (r = -.04; ρ = -.05; k = 8; N = 2231); sadism and 
CWB had a moderately large negative relationship (r = .48; ρ = .59; k = 3; N = 2256); sadism 
and agreeableness had moderately large negative relationship (r = -.36; ρ = -.41; k = 10; N = 
5848); sadism and conscientiousness had a moderately negative relationship (r = -.23; ρ = -.26; k 
= 8; N = 5447);sadism and narcissism had a positive relationship (r = .28; ρ = .31; k = 17; N = 
11.796); sadism and gender (where negative values indicate males were higher) had a moderately 
negative relationship (r = -.21; ρ = -.21; k = 9; N = 4754); sadism and EI had a small negative 
relationship (r = -.14; ρ = -.16; k = 5; N = 1214).  
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Meta-analytic path model 
 We created a complete correlation matrix (Table 5) using the meta-analytic estimates 
from the original meta-analyses presented in Table 3 and values from pre-existing meta-analyses. 
The correlation matrix was used to estimate the path model in Figure 1 (Model A); we used the 
harmonic mean of all bivariate meta-analytic relationships (N = 3966). The parameters for the 
meta-analytic path model are reported in Table 6. Model A fit the meta-analytic data reasonably 
well (Χ2 = 17.07 (df = 1)); RMSEA = .065; SRMR = .01; CFI = .99; TLI = .93).  
We calculated the indirect effect of each mediator on the gender-CWB relationship, and 
then estimated confidence intervals for each indirect effect using a Monte Carlo 95% confidence 
interval (Preacher & Selig, 2012) with 20,000 replications for each effect size (Table 6). Most 
path coefficients were in the hypothesized directions (being female was negatively related to 
narcissism and sadism and positively related to agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional 
intelligence; narcissism and sadism were positively related to CWB and agreeableness and 
conscientiousness were negatively related to CWB) except for the path between emotional 
intelligence and CWB, which was not significant, contrary to our prediction that emotional 
intelligence would be negatively related to CWB (H1c). Sadism had the largest indirect effect on 
the gender-CWB relationship ((β = -.103). There was a smaller indirect effect of Narcissism (β = 
-.013), agreeableness (β = -.026), and conscientiousness (β = -.024) on the gender-CWB 
relationship. Emotional intelligence had no indirect effect on the gender-CWB relationship (β = -
.001; 95% confidence interval overlaps with zero).  
We then estimated a model that added a direct path from gender to CWB. The four 
indirect effects of personality were still significant after adding the direct path from gender to 
CWB (narcissism (β = -.014: 95% CI (-.009 to -.019); sadism (β = -.105; 95% CI (-.091 to -.12); 
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agreeableness (β = -.026: 95% CI (-.0198 to -.033); conscientiousness (β = -.024: 95% CI (-.017 
to -.031); emotional intelligence (β = -.004: 95% CI (-.104 to .002)). The direct path from gender 
to CWB becomes positive (β = .054) when the personality mediation paths are included in the 
model, suggesting that the indirect effects completely account for the gender-CWB relationship. 
Hypotheses H1a, H1b, H1c, and H1d were supported and H1e was not supported—narcissism, 
sadism, agreeableness, and conscientiousness mediate the gender-CWB relationship (but 







 CHAPTER 3: STUDY 2 (PRIMARY DATA)  
 Study 2 used data from a primary sample, in order to empirically investigate the roles of 
agency and communion in explanatory models of the gender gap in CWB. A primary study is 
necessary for this purpose, because there are not enough prior studies available to meta-analyze 
the relationships of agency and communion with CWB and most of the personality traits.  
We will also use the Study 2 primary data to test the original path model in Figure 1, for 
various reasons. The meta-analytic path model in Study 1 has the advantages that accompany 
meta-analysis of quantitative research (i.e., parameter estimates will be more stable because the 
estimates are based on large sample sizes), but there are limitations to the meta-analytic SEM 
approach that can addressed via a primary study. There may be undetected heterogeneity in the 
correlation matrix, which could cause poor model fit statistics, fit statistics can be difficult to 
interpret when the model is based on the limited correlation matrix rather than the covariance 
matrix, there is no definite sample size, and second order sampling error is ignored (Cheung & 
Chan, 2005; Landis, 2013). Some of these problems can be addressed if there are primary studies 
that include all the variables, but to the best of our knowledge, no such primary sample could be 
found. As such, we will replicate the meta-analytic path model (Figure 1) using a primary dataset 
that includes every variable. The primary data will also allow us to test a more complex 
mediation model (Model B depicted in Figure 2) that includes sex roles (agency and 
communion) as mediators of the gender-personality relationships (Hypotheses 6a-6e and 
Hypotheses 7a-7e), as well as interaction effects between sex roles and gender (Hypotheses 8a-




Participants and procedure 
 Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Only full-time employees 
in the United States were eligible to participate. Participants were awarded $2 (USD) for 
completing a self-report survey battery estimated to take about one hour (not all measures 
included in the battery are presented in the current paper). After participants completed the study 
(time 1), they were contacted about participating in a follow-up study (time 2) to earn an 
additional $2 (USD). The follow-up study (time 2) included exactly the same measures from 
time 1. Time 2 was administered one month after the first administration. Seven hundred 
participants completed the study at Time 1 and 497 of those participants returned to complete the 
survey at Time 2, for a retention rate of 71%.  Four attention check items were embedded 
throughout the survey. These items instructed participants to select a specific response option 
(e.g., “please select “4” for this item”). Instructions stated that participants might not be credited 
with completing the task and might not be paid if they failed to accurately respond to these items. 
In data analyses, we eliminated responses from any participant who failed at least one of the four 
attention check items. Inattentive responding was assessed for each survey administration 
independently (i.e., a participant who failed to meet the attention check item criteria at Time 1, 
but met the criteria at Time 2, was only excluded from Time 1 data analyses). We also excluded 
participants who reported gender differently at time 1 and time 2 (N = 1). These procedures 
resulted in a final sample size of 582 at time 1 and 403 at time 2 (total N = 616). 
Sample characteristics 
At time 1, the sample was 56% female and had a mean age of 36.86 years. Most 
participants identified their race/ethnicity as White (65%), followed by African American/Black 
(6.8%), Asian (6.1%) and Latino (4.2%). Participants worked an average of 41 hours per week 
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and were in their current positions for an average of 6.98 years. Over 40 industries are 
represented in the sample; the most common industries were retail (17%), education (12.9%), 
service (12.7%), healthcare and social assistance (12%), banking (5.8%) and restaurant/food 
service (5.1%) (see Table 7 for complete list).  
Measures 
 Demographic information. Participants self-reported their gender (male or female), 
race/ethnicity (African/American or Black, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Latino, 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, White, or Other) number of hours worked per week, job 
tenure (number of years and/or months working within the participant’s current job title), and 
industry. 
 Industry gender composition. Industries provided by participants in the demographic 
questions were coded according to industry categories reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
(BLS). After matching participants’ reported industries to the BLS industry labels, we obtained 
the percentage of women working in each industry based on 2017 labor force statistics 
(https://www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat18.htm). Table 7 contains descriptive information about the 
industries reported by participants in the sample.  
 Counterproductive work behavior (CWB). CWB was measured with Bennett and 
Robinson’s (2000) 19 item scale (7 items assessing CWBI and 12 items assessing CWBO). Items 
are measured on a 5 point frequency scale (1 = never; 2 = once or twice; 3 = monthly, once or 
twice per month; 4 = weekly, once or twice per week; 5 = everyday). Cronbach’s   time 1 = 
0.93; Cronbach’s   time 2 = 0.93. Test-retest correlation was high (r = 0.78). 
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 Narcissism. Narcissism was measured with the 16 item Narcissistic Personality 
Inventory (NPI-16: Ames, Rose, & Anderson, 2006), which is a shorter, validated version of the 
NPI-40 (Raskin & Terry, 1988). The NPI-16 presented participants with 16 pairwise choices of 
statements (one statement in each pair is characterized as narcissistic); they are instructed to 
choose the statement in each pair that better describes themselves. Participants receive 1 point 
each time they endorse a narcissistic statement and individual NPI-16 scores are expressed as the 
proportion of these items to the total number of items. Cronbach’s  time 1 = 0.86; Cronbach’s  
time 2 = 0.85; test-retest correlation = 0.86). 
 Sadism. Sadism was assessed with the Comprehensive Assessment of Sadistic 
Tendencies (CAST: Buckels & Paulhus, 2014). The CAST includes 18 items measured on a 7 
point agreement scale (1 = strongly disagree; 4 = neither agree nor disagree; 7 = strongly agree) 
that assess verbal (6 items), physical (5 items) and vicarious sadism (7 items). Cronbach’s  time 
1 = 0.90; Cronbach’s  time 2 = 0.93; test-retest correlation = 0.88.  
 Sex role orientation (agency and communion). Sex role orientation was measured with 
Bem’s (1974) sex role inventory (BSRI) and the personal attributes questionnaire (PAQ: Spence 
& Helmreich, 1978). The BSRI is a 20 item measure that assesses both femininity (10 items) and 
masculinity (10 items). Items are adjectives or phrases (an example femininity item is “sensitive 
to the needs of others”; an example masculinity item is “independent”); participants indicated on 
a 7 point scale how well the items describe themselves (1 = never or almost never true; 7 = 
always or almost always true). The personal attributes questionnaire (PAQ: Spence & Helmreich, 
1978) also includes scales for ‘femininity’ and ‘masculinity.’ The PAQ includes 24 items that 
consist of pairs of descriptions on a bipolar scale (an example item’s poles are labeled, “not at all 
aggressive” and “very aggressive”). Participants indicate on a 5 point scale the point on the 
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continuum that would best describe themselves. Cronbach’s ‘s for these scales are: BSRI-
communion/femininity time 1 = 0.94; BSRI-communion/femininity time 2 = 0.94; BSRI-
agency/masculinity time 1 = 0.88; BSRI-agency/masculinity time 2= 0.88; PAQ-
communion/femininity) time 1 = 0.86; PAQ-communion/femininity) time 2 = 0.86; PAQ- 
agency/masculinity time 1 = 0.82; and PAQ- agency/masculinity time 2 = 0.81. 
 Agreeableness. Agreeableness was assessed with the 9 item agreeableness scale of the 
44 item Big Five Inventory (BFI-44; John & Srivaastrava, 1999). Participants indicated how well 
they agreed that a phrase described themselves on a 5 point scale (1 = disagree strongly; 3 = 
neither agree nor disagree; 5 = agree strongly). Cronbach’s time 1= 0.84; Cronbach’s time 
2= 0.86; test-retest correlation = 0.89). 
 Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness was assessed with the 9 item conscientiousness 
scale of the 44 item Big Five Inventory (BFI-44; John & Srivaastrava, 1999). Participants 
indicated how well they agreed that a phrase described themselves on a 5 point scale (1 = 
disagree strongly; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 5 = agree strongly). Cronbach’s time 1 = 
0.88; Cronbach’s time 2 = 0.88; test-retest correlation = 0.89). 
Emotional intelligence (EI). Emotional intelligence was measured with a performance 
test of ability EI, a short form of the Situational Test of Emotion Understanding (STEU: 
MacCann & Roberts, 2008) called the STEU-B (Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, & 
Roberts, 2014). The 19 items are presented in a multiple choice format with five response 
options (A-E). Each item has a single correct response, for which participants earn one point 
(items are scored dichotomously and scale scores are expressed as the proportion of items 




 First, we used structural equation modeling to fit Model A (Figure 1) to the data.  This 
tested whether the indirect effects estimated from meta-analytic data in study 1 replicate with 
data from a single primary sample. Second, to test hypotheses 6a through 6e, we used structural 
equation modeling to fit Model B (Figure 2) to the primary data. This model differs from Model 
A in that it includes sex role orientation (agency/masculinity and communion/femininity) as a 
mediator for the gender-personality trait relationships (consistent with the biosocial construction 
model of sex differences; Wood & Eagly, 2012). Gender, sex role orientation, narcissism, 
sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence were all measured at time 
1; the outcome (counterproductive work behavior) was measured at time 2. Separating the 
outcome temporally from the other variables helps reduce the likelihood that common method 
variance is inflating the relationship between counterproductive work behavior and other 
variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Agency and communion are 
composites formed by combining items from the BSRI (Bem, 1974) and PAQ (Spence & 
Helmreich, 1978) (each instrument measured communion (feminine sex role orientation) and 
agency (masculine sex role orientation)). All model estimation was conducted using the R 
package Lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) and used full information maximum likelihood estimation to 
handle missing data.  
 To test the moderating effect of gender on the sex role-personality traits relationships 
(H8a through H8e), we used a multiple regression framework, in which we estimated the 
interaction effect of (gender x agency) in predicting narcissism and sadism (H8a – H8b) and 
(gender x communion) in predicting agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional 
intelligence (H8c – H8e). 
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Study 2 Results 
Descriptive statistics 
 Study 2 correlations (for variables in Model B) are provided in Table 8. This includes 
correlations for personality traits at both time 1 and time 2, sex, agency, and communion at time 
1, and CWB at time 2 (a complete set of all relationships can be found in the appendix Table 14). 
Structural equation models 
 We estimated structural equation models to test Model A (Figure 1) and Model B (Figure 
2). We created 4 item parcels for each latent trait to use as indicators; parcels have higher 
reliability and communality than do single item indicators (Williams, Vandenberg, & Edwards, 
2009). Parcels were created by randomly assigning each item within each measure a number 
(using Microsoft Excel’s random number function); items were then sorted in ascending order 
and assigned to parcels based on order. A complete list of the items in each parcel can be found 
in the appendix (Table 15). Agency and communion were estimated using items from both the 
Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) and the Personal Atributes Questionnaire (PAQ, Spence & 
Helmreich, 1978) that measured masculinity and femininity, respectively. Gender was measured 
with the single item indicator in which participants indicated their sex (male or female). 
Personality traits (narcissism, sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and EI) were all 
measured at time 1; CWB was measured at time 2.  
Before proceeding with model testing, we tested an overall measurement model in which 
each item parcel loaded onto its intended construct (agency, masculinity, narcissism, sadism, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, EI, CWB, and gender) and all latent traits were allowed to 
covary. The model fit the data well (Χ2 = 1115.95 (df = 460); RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = .05; CFI 
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= .95. The measurement model estimated the relationships amongst the latent traits. CWB related 
to personality latent traits (CWB-agency ϕ = -.11; CWB-communion = ϕ = -.32; CWB-
narcissism ϕ = .25; CWB-sadism ϕ = .69); CWB-agreeableness ϕ = -.41; CWB-
conscientiousness ϕ = -.50; CWB-EI ϕ = -.33). The CWB-gender relationship was not significant 
(ϕ = -.08, p > .05, n.s.). Narcissism related to all other latent variables (narcissism-agency ϕ = 
.53; narcissism-communion ϕ = -.14; narcissism-sadism ϕ = .37; narcissism-agreeableness ϕ = -
.20; narcissism-conscientiousness ϕ =.10; narcissism-gender ϕ = -.21). Sadism related to all other 
latent variables (sadism-agency ϕ = .12; sadism-communion ϕ = -.45; sadism-agreeableness ϕ = -
.52; sadism-conscientiousness ϕ = -.36; sadism-gender ϕ = -.30). Agreeableness related to CWB, 
narcissism, sadism, communion (ϕ = .81) and conscientiousness (ϕ = .49), but not agency (ϕ = 
.09, p > .05, n.s.) or gender (ϕ = .08, p > .05, n.s.). Conscientiousness was related to CWB, 
narcissism, sadism, agreeableness, agency (ϕ = .48) and communion (ϕ = .34), but was not 
related to gender (ϕ = -.07, p > .05, n.s.) or emotional intelligence (ϕ = .07, p > .05, n.s.). 
Emotional intelligence was related to CWB, narcissism, sadism, agency (ϕ = -.13), and gender (ϕ 
= .15), but not communion (ϕ = -.03, p > .05, n.s.), agreeableness (ϕ = -.02, p > .05, n.s.), or 
conscientiousness (ϕ = .07, p > .05, n.s.). Agency related to CWB, narcissism, sadism, 
conscientiousness, emotional intelligence, communion (ϕ = .21), and gender (ϕ = -.17), but not 
agreeableness (ϕ = .09, p > .05, n.s.). Communion related to CWB, narcissism, sadism, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, gender, and agency, but not emotional intelligence (ϕ = -.03, p 
> .05, n.s.). Gender related to narcissism, sadism, emotional intelligence, agency, and 
communion.  
 Model A (personality mediating the gender-CWB relationship).First, we estimated 
Model A (Figure 1). The model fit the data reasonably well (Χ2 = 536.30 (df = 256); RMSEA = 
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0.042; SRMR = 0.044; CFI = 0.96; TLI = 0.96). Item parameter estimates are provided in Table 
9. Five path coefficients were statistically significant in the hypothesized directions: gender and 
narcissism (β = -.21, p < .05), gender and sadism (β = -.30, p < .05), gender and EI (β = .14, p < 
.05), sadism with CWB (β = .52, p < .05), and conscientiousness with CWB (β = -.33, p < .05). 
We next estimated the indirect effects that describe the gender-personality-CWB mediated paths, 
and tested the statistical significance of these indirect effects using bootstrap confidence intervals 
(Bollen & Stine, 1992). Only the indirect effect of gender on CWB via sadism was statistically 
significant. The indirect effect of gender on CWB through the narcissism mediation path was -
0.013 (p > .05, n.s.), the indirect effect through the sadism mediation path was -0.156 (p < .05), 
the indirect effect through the agreeableness mediation path was 0.002 (p > .05, n.s.), the indirect 
effect thorough the conscientiousness mediation path was 0.023 (p > .05, n.s.), and the indirect 
effect through the EI mediation path was -0.014 (p > .05, n.s.; see Table 10). Similar to the 
indirect effects from the meta-analytic path model, sadism had the largest indirect effect on 
gender-CWB relationship compared to other mediators. Narcissism, conscientiousness, 
emotional intelligence, and agreeableness did not have statistically significant indirect effects for 
the gender-CWB relationship (95% confidence intervals overlap with zero).  
 We then estimated Model A with a additional direct path from gender to CWB. The 
indirect effect of sadism remained significant (β = -.17; p < .05). The indirect effects of 
narcissism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence remained 
nonsignificant. The direct path from gender to CWB (initially estimated to be negative) became 
positive (β = .09) after controlling for personality trait mediators, indicating that sadism fully 
explains the gender-CWB relationship.  
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 Model B (adding agency and communion mediators). Second, we estimated Model B, 
which is identical to Model A, except for adding sex role orientation (agency and communion) as 
mediators of the gender effects on personality traits. Agency, communion, and all personality 
traits were measured at time 1; CWB was measured at time 2. The model fit the data reasonably 
well (Χ2 = 1165.79 (df = 468); RMSEA = 0.049; SRMR = 0.050; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.94). 
Parameter estimates for are reported in Table 11.  
The path coefficients for the gender-agency and gender-communion relationships were in 
the hypothesized directions (men had higher agency [ = -.18; p < .05] and women had higher 
communion [ = .17; p < .05]). Four of the agency-personality relationships were in the 
hypothesized directions (agency was positively related to narcissism [ = .58; p < .05] and 
sadism [ = .23; p < .05], and negatively related to agreeableness [ = -.08; p < .05] and 
emotional intelligence [ = -.13; p < .05]). Contrary to our hypotheses, conscientiousness was 
positively related to agency (β = .43; p < .05). Most of the communion-personality relationships 
were also in the hypothesized directions (communion was positively related to agreeableness [ 
= .83; p < .05] and conscientiousness [ = .25; p < .05], and negatively related to narcissism [ = 
-.26; p < .05] and sadism [ = -.50; p < .05]; but was unrelated to EI [ = -.01; p > .05, n.s.]). In 
Model B, only two of the relationships between personality traits and CWB were in the 
hypothesized directions [CWB was positively related to sadism (β = .53; p < .05) and negatively 
related to conscientiousness (β = -.34; p < .05)].  
We calculated the indirect effects of each gender-sex role-personality-CWB path (Table 
12). This model yielded 10 indirect effects (5 describing sex-agency-personality-CWB paths and 
5 describing sex-communion-personality-CWB paths). There were three statistically significant 
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indirect effects of gender-agency-personality for the gender-CWB relationship [narcissism (β = -
.006; p < .05), sadism (β = -.022; p < .05), and conscientiousness (β = .026; p < .05)]. There were 
two statistically significant indirect effects of gender-communion-personality [sadism (β = -.045; 
p < .05) and conscientiousness (β = -.014; p < .05)].  
In order to test whether the mediation paths in Model B fully account for the gender gap 
in CWB, we also estimated another version of the model in which a direct effect from gender to 
CWB was specified. Adding the direct effect rendered the indirect effect of gender-agency-
narcissism-CWB nonsignificant (β = -.01, p < .05, n.s.). The other four indirect effects remained 
significant: gender-agency-sadism-CWB (β = -.023); gender-agency-conscientiousness-CWB (β 
= 0.25); gender-communion-sadism-CWB (β = -.046); and gender-communion-
conscientiousness-CWB (β = -.023). The direct effect of gender and CWB, initially estimated to 
be negative became positive (β = .08, p > .05, n.s.). This means that the sex roles and personality 
traits in Model B more than completely explained the gender gap in CWB.  
Alternative models. We also estimated two alternate models: Model B2 and Model B3 
(Figures 5 and 6). In Model B2, we used personality traits measured at time 2 rather than time 1. 
Because agency, communion, narcissism, sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and EI are 
all personality traits, there was concern that the variables suffer from common method bias in the 
measures (all self-reported items administered at the same time). By using measures of agency 
and communion at time 1 and personality traits at time 2, we reduced the chances that these 
relationships were artificially inflated by common method bias. This model fit he data slightly 
worse than originally proposed model (Χ2 = 1389.01 (df = 468); RMSEA =0.57; SRMR = 0.13; 
CFI = 0.92; TLI = 0.91). We also estimated a model in which the position of the sex role traits 
and personality traits are reversed, such that gender leads to personality traits and personality 
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traits lead to agency/communion (Model B3 in Figure 7). This model also fit the data worse than 
the original Model B (Χ2 = 1329.20 (df = 468), RMSEA = 0.055; SRMR = 0.10; CFI = 0.93; TLI 
= 0.93).  
Finally, we tested models that included the industry gender composition and CWB at 
time 1 as control variables. Adding industry as a control variable made very little difference in 
model fit  (Χ2= 1193. 54, (df = 499), RMSEA = .048; SRMR = .05; CFI = .95; TLI = .94). This 
model still had significant indirect effects for gender-agency-sadism-CWB (β = -.022, p < .05), 
gender-agency-conscientiousness-CWB (β = .027, p < .05), gender-communion-sadism-CWB (β 
= -.045, p < .05), and gender-communion-communion-CWB (β = -.025, p < .05) paths. However, 
the gender-agency-narcissism-CWB path became nonsignificant (β = -.006, p > .05, n.s.).  
Similarly, adding CWB at time 1 as a control variable made very little difference in 
model fit (), but the indirect effect of gender-agency-narcissism-CWB became nonsignificant ( β 
=-.004, p > .05, n.s). The four other paths remained significant: gender-agency-sadism-CWB (β 
= -.010), gender-agency-conscientiousness (β = 0.10), gender-communion-sadism-CWB (β = -
.017) and gender-communion-conscientiousness-CWB (β = -.010).  
Moderation models 
 Gender and sex role interactions. To test the assertions of the congruence theory of sex 
role orientation, we tested interaction effects between sex role orientation and the gender of the 
participant (agency × gender; communion × gender) in predicting personality traits (narcissism, 
sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence). Results are presented in 
Table 13. There was only one significant interaction effect: gender moderated the relationship 
between agency and sadism, such that the relationship was stronger for men than women (β = -
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.28) (Figure 7). The variance uniquely explained by including the gender × agency interaction 
effect in predicting sadism was ΔR2 = .02 (p < .05). Therefore hypothesis 7b was supported and 
hypotheses 7a, 7c, 7d, and 7e were not supported. 
 Industry and gender interactions. We also tested whether the gender representation 
within industry moderates the relationship between gender and CWB. Because employees were 
nested within industries, we used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to account for dependency 
in the data. Gender and CWB (time 2) were individual level variables (level 1) and the 
proportion of women working in the industry was a group-level variable (level 2). The level 1 
predictor was group mean-centered (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998). There was no cross-level 
interaction effect between industry-level gender representation and individual gender in 












CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 
The high emotional and financial cost of counterproductive behavior in the workplace 
makes it important to identify predictors of CWB and understand why they relate to deviance. 
Gender is one such variable that has been identified as a predictor (Berry et al., 2007; Spector, 
2012). Meta-analyses have demonstrated that there is a small, but significant relationship 
between gender and CWB (Ng, Feldman, Lam, 2016)—men self-report more CWB than do 
women. The present study sought to explain why this gender gap in CWB exists. Specifically, 
we drew from the Biosocial Construction Model of Sex Differences (Eagly & Wood, 2012) to 
propose a set of personality traits that might mediate the gender-CWB effect. We made several 
contributions to the literature regarding the gender gap in CWB. First, we identified a set of 
personality traits that should explain (i.e., mediate) the gender-CWB relationship and tested the 
proposed model using both meta-analytic and primary data. Those traits were: narcissism, 
sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence. Second, we examined the 
role that sex-stereotypic traits (agency and communion) play in explaining the gender-gap in 
CWB. And, finally, we tested the assertions of the congruence model; namely, that gender and 
sex-stereotypic traits interact to predict differences in personality and behavior.  
 To test the mediation hypotheses in a meta-analytic framework, we needed to conduct 
several original meta-analyses to clarify the relationships between sadism with the other traits in 
the model (gender, narcissism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional intelligence, and 
CWB). The relationship between sadism and CWB was noteworthy. Sadism had a large, positive 
relationship with CWB (ρ =,59; k = 3; N = 2266) making it the biggest “dark personality” trait 
predictor of CWB. Previous meta-analytic estimates of dark personality traits and CWB (e.g., 
O’Boyle et al., 2012) were not able to examine sadism because instruments for measuring the 
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trait have only recently become available (Buckels & Paulhus, 2014; Paulhus, 2014). Previous 
studies had concluded that narcissism was the best personality predictor of CWB (Grijalva & 
Newman, 2015). The sadism-CWB relationship is based on a very small number of samples (k = 
3); regardless, the effect size is based on over 1000 individuals and sadism is likely a fruitful 
avenue for researchers to explore as a predictor of CWB. We also replicated the strong, positive 
relationship between sadism and CWB in our primary study (r = .60; N = 616) (in which sadism 
and CWB were measured one month apart). It is worth noting that there is some overlap in the 
content of items asked on both the CWB (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) and sadism (Buckels & 
Paulhus, 2014) measures. Both measures ask participants whether they have humiliated and 
teased other people and whether they have been physically aggressive with others. The measure 
of CWB specifies that these behaviors occurred at work; the measure of sadism specifies that 
these behaviors were done to derive intrinsic pleasure.  
The other meta-analyses we conducted, indicated that sadism was (as predicted) 
negatively related to gender (male = 1; female = 2), conscientiousness, agreeableness, and 
emotional intelligence and was positively related to narcissism. For emotional intelligence, we 
could not located any studies that used performance measures of ability EI, and therefore, 
expanded the criteria to include self-report measures of emotional intelligence. We note, 
however, that the meta-analytic relationship between sadism and emotional intelligence (study 1) 
was very similar to the observed relationship between a performance measure of emotional 
intelligence (STEU-B) and sadism in our primary sample (study 2). Meta-analyses also showed 
that emotional intelligence was negatively related to narcissism and to CWB (in these estimates 
EI is restricted to performance measures of ability EI).  
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The meta-analytic path model estimated in study 1 found that sadism (H1a), narcissism 
(H1b), agreeableness (H1c), and conscientiousness (H1d) all mediated the gender-CWB 
relationship. This model (Model A) estimated all mediation effects simultaneously using the 
meta-analytic correlation matrix (N = 3966) and personality traits were allowed to covary. 
Contrary to our predictions (H1e), emotional intelligence did not have a significant indirect 
effect on the gender-CWB relationship because emotional intelligence was unrelated to CWB. 
This could be because we primarily measured performance-based ability emotional intelligence. 
We hypothesized that individuals who are highly emotionally intelligent would have skills that 
help them cope with stressors and mitigate interpersonal conflict, but it could be that possessing 
skills is independent from your motivation of desire to use them at work. Sadism had the largest 
indirect effect compared to the other mediators. The indirect effects of sadism, narcissism, 
conscientiousness, and agreeableness were observed in the presence of a direct effect from 
gender to CWB. Four of the five proposed personality traits fully mediated the gender gap in 
CWB.   
In study 2, we replicated Model A using primary data subjected to structural equation 
modeling. The indirect effect of sadism replicated; that is, there was a significant negative 
indirect effect of sadism for the gender-CWB relationship. Just as in study 1, the indirect effect 
of sadism was larger than any of the other personality trait mediation paths. Unlike study 1, 
sadism was the only significant mediator. The indirect effect of sadism, however, does fully 
explain the gender gap in CWB. Although not all our proposed personality traits mediated the 
gender-CWB in study 2, it is still the case that personality can explain the gender gap in CWB.  
To better test the biosocial construction model of sex differences (Eagly & Wood, 2012), 
from which our hypotheses were drawn, we also tested a model (Model B) that included sex role 
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orientation (agency and communion). The biosocial construction model uses social role theory to 
explain why men and women have different observed personality traits and behaviors. 
Specifically, males are described using agentic stereotypic traits (such as competitive, dominant, 
individualistic, aggressive) and females are described using communal stereotypic traits (such as 
warmth, supportive, deferential).These stereotypic traits set different expectations for men and 
women that are reinforced by the self and society. In other words, stereotypic traits (agency and 
communion) are the mechanisms explaining sex differences in personality and behavior. Model 
B (study 2) used primary data to test a mediation model in which sex roles mediate the gender-
personality relationships at stage 1 and personality mediates the sex role-CWB relationships at 
stage 2. There was mixed support for this model. Some of the hypothesized mediation effects 
were fully supported (hypotheses 6b); two were partially supported (6a and 6d)) and two were 
not supported (6c and 6e). Sadism and conscientiousness both mediated the gender-CWB 
relationship through both agency and communion (H6b; H6d). Narcissism mediated the gender-
CWB relationship, but only through agency (not through communion). This is consistent with 
some of the literature on narcissism, which suggests narcissists have inflated self-image and 
relationship difficulties because they possess agentic characteristics and are prone to aggression, 
anger, and hostility, not because they necessarily lack communal characteristics (Campbell, 
Brunell, & Finkel, 2006; Campbell, Rudich, & Sedikides, 2002; Paulhus, 1998). Finally, 
agreeableness and emotional intelligence did not mediate the gender-CWB relationship via 
agency or communion. Overall, these results again indicated that sadism is an important trait to 
assess with regard to the CWB gender gap. Interestingly, sadism and conscientiousness mediated 
the gender-CWB relationship through both sex role orientations (i.e., being both more agentic 
and being less communal) predicted gender differences in sadism and conscientiousness and then 
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differences in CWB. This could have implications for organizations trying to deter CWB, as it 
suggested that employers will need to both decreases agentic behaviors and increase communal 
behaviors if they are seeking a   
We also tested interaction effects between sex role orientation (agency/communion) and 
the personality traits. The congruence hypothesis of sex roles (Lubinski, Tellegen, & Butcher, 
1981 1983; Whitley, 1984) predicted that demonstrating agentic or communal traits had different 
consequences for men and women because agentic women and communal men would not be 
adhering to cultural gender role expectations. Agentic women, for instance, might not necessarily 
be more narcissistic even though agency and narcissism are related traits in men. Men were 
predicted to have stronger relationships between agency and narcissism (H7a) and agency and 
sadism (H7b). There was an interaction between agency and gender predicting sadism, but not 
for predicting narcissism (H7b supported; H7a not supported). Gender moderated the 
relationship between agency and sadism, such that the relationship was stronger for men than for 
women. We also predicted that women would have stronger relationships between communion 
and agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence. These hypotheses were not 
supported, as there was no significant interaction effect between communion and gender on these 
traits. Overall, gender does not appear to moderate sex differences in personality traits, with the 
exception of sadism. Sadism was more related to agency in men than in women. This interaction 
implies that women who are agentic (e.g., dominant, individualistic, willing to compete and lead) 
tend to not be cruel, but that men who are agentic tend to be intrinsically motivated to harm 
others. This interaction warrants further research, but it provides a motivation for selecting more 
women into leadership roles (women who are agentic and likely to seek leadership positions are 
less likely than men to have the propensity to be abusive towards followers).   
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 One extension of the congruence hypothesis is that gender tokenism at work might affect 
behavior at work, such as CWB. That is, males who are working in female dominant industries 
and females working in male-dominant industries are behaving in ways that are not adhering to 
gender norms and potentially violating gender role expectations. Thus, men and women in these 
work environments might behave differently than employees who work in industries aligned 
with gender role expectations. There is some evidence that the gender composition of work 
groups affects performance outcomes. Women received lower performance ratings when they 
worked in male-dominated groups, even after accounting for ability (Sackett, DuBois, & Noe, 
1991). It is possible that the gender-CWB relationship is also affected by the gender composition 
of the work environment. It could be that women working in male dominated industries have to 
deal with more stressors that might lead to CWB. It could also be that women who choose to be 
employed in a male-dominated industry are different from women who enter female-dominated 
or gender-balanced industries. 
Although we did not have any specific a priori hypotheses about gender and industry 
interactions, we tested a gender x industry interaction in predicting CWB using primary data 
from study 2. Although, there was a relationship between participant gender and the gender 
composition of the industry (r = .24), there was no direct relationship between the gender 
proportions in industry and CWB (r = -.06, p>.05) and the cross-level interaction was not 
significant. Therefore, selecting to work in a gender atypical industry did not affect the gender-
CWB relationship. Additionally, employees working in industries that are predominantly male 
were neither more nor less likely than employees working in industries that were predominantly 
female to perform CWB. Using the industry in which participants’ work is, however, a very 
coarse measure of environment. Gender atypical careers are likely better captured with specific 
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occupations or job titles. There is much diversity of occupations within industry. It might also be 
more informative to look at the gender composition of an employees’ immediate work group or 
organization, rather than the gender composition of industry.  
Limitations 
 There are several limitations to the evidence we provided in explaining the gender gap in 
CWB. First, although we were able to mitigate the effects of common method variance in the 
primary data (study 2) by measuring the dependent variable (CWB) at a separate occasion from 
the predictors (narcissism, sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional intelligence), 
variables were measured using self-reports (with the exception of the emotional intelligence 
performance test). Second, researchers  have observed a gender gap in CWB (see Ng, et al., 
2016), such that men self-report more CWB than women, but it is difficult to disentangle why 
this gender difference in reporting exists. Our framework assumed that the gender gap is 
indicative of different rates of behavior in men and women, but it is plausible that men and 
women engage in the same amounts of CWB and men are more willing or able to self-report 
their behavior. For example, women might have more socially desirability bias in their CWB 
responses and consequently underreport their behaviors, while men accurately report their 
behaviors. In this case, there is not a gender gap in CWB per se, but a difference in how men and 
women respond to CWB items. Third, we cannot make any causal claims about the direction of 
the relationships described in our model, nor can we evaluate here whether there are additional 
environmental variables or dynamic processes that might influence the gender-CWB 
relationship. 
 The concern about the self-reported gender gap not reflecting a gender gap in behavior 
cannot be directly addressed in the present study; however, we can look at the previously 
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published literature that reported differences in the gender-CWB relationship for self-reports 
compared to observer reports for insight into the possibility that women are under-reporting their 
own CWB. If men are scoring higher on CWB because they are more accurately self-reporting 
their CWB compared to women, then we would expect the gender-CWB relationship to be 
stronger for self-reports than for observer reports. If women have a systematic response bias in 
reporting CWB, that should affect their self-report scores, but would not affect observer reports 
of their behaviors. Thus, there would be a larger gender gap for self-reported CWB than for 
observer reported CWB. This scenario is mostly unsupported by the meta-analytic evidence. 
Berry et al., (2007) meta-analyzed the gender-CWB relationships for interpersonal deviance and 
organizational deviance and found that the gender gap in self-reported interpersonal deviance 
was very similar for self-reported CWBI (ρ = -.15) and observer-reported CWBI (ρ = -.19). The 
same was true for organizational deviance: the gender gap using self-reports of CWBO (ρ = .12) 
was very similar to the gender gap using observer reports of CWBO (ρ = .11). Additionally, 
meta-analytic regression models showed that for the gender-CWB relationship, observer reports 
did not contribute incremental variance above self-reports for a variety of outcomes (such as 
justice perceptions, organizational citizenship behavior, job satisfaction) (ΔR2 = 0: Berry, 
Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012). Primary studies have also investigated the mean differences 
between self and other rated CWB across gender. For example, Zhou (2014) found that women 
self-reported slightly higher mean CWB than their supervisors reported, while men showed no 
differences between self-reported CWB and supervisor CWB. This suggests that women are not 
underreporting their behaviors in self-reports.  
Additionally, self and observer reports of CWB become more similar as more anonymity 
and confidentiality safeguards are added to the procedure (Berry et al., 2012). Our primary 
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sample in this paper was collected on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk platform, which means that 
we only have workers’ identification numbers (not their names) and participants were taking part 
in the study of their own volition (i.e., the data collection was not part of an organizational 
initiative or administered at work). Computerized questionnaires tend to be less affected by 
social desirability bias compared to other administrations because computerized tasks are 
perceived to be more anonymous and confidential (Richman, Kiesler, Weisband, & Drasgow, 
1999). For these reasons, we believe participants likely perceived our study as anonymous and 
confidential and that there was no concern that responses would ever be reported to employers. 
This type of survey administration makes it less likely for responses to be biased towards 
socially desirable answers. Therefore, we do not believe that the gender gap in CWB is due to 
women misrepresenting their behaviors, but we cannot definitively say that this response bias is 
not occurring.  
Finally, the models tested in this paper cannot exhaustively address alternative 
explanations of the gender gap in CWB. Our model only includes personality traits as 
explanatory mechanisms, thereby excluding environmental variables that could also influence 
the gender gap in CWB. For example, our model does not include measures of stress, causes of 
stress (such as perceptions of injustice and role conflict), or motivations to seek revenge, all of 
which can cause employees to be counterproductive at work. These variables might explain the 
small, positive relationship between gender and CWB after accounting for the five personality 
traits in our models (narcissism, sadism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional 
intelligence). Our model also cannot address organizational norms that might permit men to 
perform CWB, but would sanction women for performing the same behaviors. Sexual 
harassment, for example, is typically committed by men, but not women, in organizational 
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settings for a number of reasons (Gutek & Morasch, 1982; Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 2001), 
including the cultural and organizational norms that provide men with more power than women. 
These types of norms would extend beyond what is captured in the individual differences we 
measured here. Furthermore, in Model B we test agency and communion as mediators explaining 
the gender-personality relationships, but there are other variables that could explain gender 
differences in personality traits. The biosocial construction model, for example, predicts that 
hormonal differences in men and women can contribute to observed gender differences in traits 
(Eagly & Wood, 2012). We have not measured those variables in this paper, but that should not 
be taken to mean that other variables other than the five traits we measured might also explain 
the gender gap in CWB.  
Additionally, this paper presents a relatively static model and does not test how these 
variables might change over time. Although we do not expect large cultural shifts to occur within 
the span of a generation, there is some evidence to show that perceptions of stereotypic traits can 
change from one decade to the next. Twenge, Campbell, and Gentile (2012), for instance, 
demonstrated that there has been an increase in agentic traits self-reported by young adults from 
the 1960s to the millennial decade. These types of cultural changes weaken the relationship 
between agency/communion and gender, and consequently, might decrease observed gender 
differences in traits and behaviors. Moreover, this model is not intended to be deterministic. 
There are several ways in which individuals can develop traits and choose behaviors that have 
nothing to do with gender or gender-stereotypic traits. The present paper merely describes one 






 The personality-based explanatory models we presented shed some light on the 
underlying reasons why a gender gap is observed in CWB. Personality can fully explain the 
gender gap, which implies that men are reporting more CWB because they differ from women in 
their dispositional traits. Organizations might be cautious in promoting individuals who are 
narcissistic, particularly because CWB committed by individuals in leadership roles can have an 
outsized negative effect on employees in the workgroup (Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogstad, 2007; 
Grijalva & Harms, 2014; Schyns & Schilling, 2013). Organizations might combat CWB by 
creating environments in which narcissistic and sadistic behaviors are not rewarded or viewed 
favorably. Expressing arrogant opinions of oneself at work might be a narcissistic behavior that 
does not constitute CWB itself, but can serve as an indicator of narcissism as a personality trait. 
As such, organizations might want to exercise caution in hiring and promoting such individuals, 
given that they are more likely than others to engage in deviance.   
Sadism has further implications for selecting employees for leadership positions. The 
interaction between gender and agency in predicting sadism indicated that men who are agentic 
are also likely to have increased sadism, while women who are agentic are not more likely to be 
sadistic. Given that agentic characteristics (e.g., assertive, competitive, dominant) are associated 
leadership emergence and leadership perceptions (Gerber, 1998; Grijalva et al., 2015; Wojciszke, 
Abele, & Baryla, 2009), there is an increased risk of sadistic leadership when management 
consists of primary male employees. Conversely, there is a reduced risk of sadistic leadership 
when women are in charge. Our data cannot address the causality of this relationship. It might be 
that individuals who are placed in leadership roles become more agentic over time, and become 
more callous and abusive towards others as a result (i.e., power corrupts; Kipnis, 2010). In this 
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case, it is not that men are poor choices for leadership roles, but that men are demonstrating more 
sadism simply because they are more likely to be placed in positions of power. Either way, the 
interaction effect we found for gender and agency in predicting sadism warrants more research 
that can better address the causal direction of these relationships, as it has implications for which 
employees are best suited for high impact leadership roles.  
Conclusion 
 We presented evidence that personality traits can fully account for the gender gap in 
CWB. Sadism stands out as an important predictor of this gap, as demonstrated in meta-analytic 
path models and structural equation models. Conscientiousness, narcissism, and agreeableness 
may also explain the gender gap, although to a lesser extent and with mixed support. Emotional 
intelligence, contrary to our hypotheses, did not explain the gender-CWB relationship in either 
the meta-analytic path model or the structural equation model.  
As predicted by the Biosocial Construction Model of Sex Differences (Eagly & Wood, 
2012), sadism, conscientiousness, and narcissism explain the gender gap in CWB through sex 
role orientations that describe stereotypic male characteristics (agentic traits) and stereotypical 
female characteristics (communal traits). Both agency and communion were mechanisms that 
explained how sadism and conscientiousness mediated the gender-CWB relationship. Narcissism 
had an indirect effect on gender-CWB, but only through agency (not through communion). 
Gender mostly did not interact with sex role orientation in predicting gender differences in 
personality traits, with the exception of sadism. Gender moderated the agency-sadism 
relationship, such that the agency-sadism relationship is stronger for men than for women. 
Altogether, we provide insight into why men self-report more CWB than do women by testing a 






Search terms used to locate primary studies for original meta-analyses 
 
Emotional intelligence CWB Narcissism Sadism 
Emotional Intelligence 
Counterproductive 
Work Behavior Narcissism sadism 
MSCEIT Interpersonal Deviance NPI sadistic tendencies 
Situational Test of 
Emotional Understanding 
Organizational 
Deviance Dark Triad sadistic impulses 
McCann Antisocial Employee 
Exploitative 
Entitlement dark tetrad 
Perceiving Emotions Incivility Exhibitionism 
comprehensive 
assessment of sadistic 
tendencies 
Facilitating Thought CWBI Grandiosity CAST 
Understanding Emotion CWBO 
Narcissistic 
personality SSIS 
Managing Emotion Workplace aggression Narcissist 
assessment of sadistic 
personality 
Situational Test of 
Emotion Management Property deviance PNI Sadistic personality 
Ability EI Theft Dark triad VAST 
 sabotage Dirty Dozen  
 retaliation   
















Reliabilities for artifact corrections 
 
Variable Average Cronbach’s  (rxx) Source 
Narcissism .79 Present study 
Sadism .80 Present study 
Agreeableness .75 Viswesvaran & Ones (2000) 





CWB .83 Berry et al. (2007) 
Note. CWB = counterproductive work behavior; reliabilities from the present study are the 

























Original Meta-Analysis results 
 
Relationship N k rm SDr ρ SDρ % Var CV10 CV90 CIL CIU 
Sadism           
 
Gender 
4754 9 -.21 .08 -.24 .07 28.53 -0.33 -.15 -.30 -.18 
Narcissism 
11796 17 .28 .10 .35 .12 11.64 0.19 .5 .28 .41 
Agreeableness 
5848 10 -.36 .11 -.46 .14 10.44 -.63 -.29 -.55 -.37 
Conscientious. 
5447 8 -.23 .11 -.29 .14 10.18 -.46 -.11 -.39 -.19 
Emotional   
Intelligence † 
1214 5 -.14 .20 -.17 .24 9.60 -.48 .14 -.40 .05 
CWB 
2266 3 .48 .18 .59 .21 2.48 .31 .86 .34 .83 
Emotional 
Intelligence (EI) 
           
Narcissism 
2231 8 -.04 .10 -.06 .11 32.66 -.19 .08 -.15 .04 
CWB 
1324 7 -.13 .20 -.16 .23 13.00 -.45 .13 -.35 .02 
Note. N = sample size; k = number of samples; rm = mean sample size-weighted correlation; SDr  = 
sample size-weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; ρ = mean sample size-weighted 
correlation corrected for internal consistency reliability; SDr   =  corrected standard deviation of corrected 
correlations; % Var = percentage of variance attributable to statistical artifacts; CV10 and CV90 = 10% 
and 90% credibility values, respectively; CIL and CIU =  lower and upper bounds, respectively, of the 
95% confidence interval around the corrected mean correlation.  
† the meta-analytic correlation between emotional intelligence (EI) and sadism is based upon primary 
studies that used self-reported EI, because there were no ability-based EI primary studies available that 
had also measured sadism. Nonetheless, the meta-analytic correlation (r = -.14) is very similar to the 













Table 4 (part 1 of 3) 
 
Primary studies contributing to meta-analyses 
 
Citation N r Variable 1 α1 Variable 2 α2 
Bora (2003)  248 -.23 CWB  EI  
Cote et al., (2011) 246 -.04 CWB .77 EI .61 
Gooty (2006) 185 -.29 CWB .84 EI  
Kluemper, DeGroot, & 
Choi (2013) 220 -.21 CWB  EI  
Kluemper, DeGroot, & 
Choi (2013) 100 -.27 CWB .74 EI .79 
Krishnakumar, Hopkins, & 
Robinson (2016) 91 -.42 CWB .84 EI .93 
Winkel et al., (2011) 234 .24 CWB  EI  
Book et al. (2016) 490 -.52 Agreeableness  Sadism  
Greitemeyer & Sagiolou 
(2017) 1602 -.44 Agreeableness .87 Sadism .56 
Greitemeyer (2015) 225 -.33 Agreeableness  Sadism  
Greitemeyer  (2015) 340 -.28 Agreeableness  Sadism  
Meere & Egan (2017) 236 -.30 Agreeableness .89 Sadism .78 
Plouffe et al., (2016) 199 -.33 Agreeableness .96 Sadism .89 
Plouffe et al., (2016) 202 -.33 Agreeableness .83 Sadism .77 
van Geel et al., (2017) 1568 -.30 Agreeableness .83 Sadism .65 
Mededovic´ & B. Petrovic´ 
(2015) 482 -.09 Agreeableness  Sadism  
Sagiolou & Greitemeyer 
(2016) 504 -.47 Agreeableness .91 Sadism .54 
Book et al., (2016) 490 -.34 Conscientiousness Sadism  
Greitemeyer & Sagiolou 
(2017) 1602 -.24 Conscientiousness .65 Sadism .87 
Greitemeyer (2015) 225 -.14 Conscientiousness Sadism  
Greitemeyer (2015) 340 -.26 Conscientiousness Sadism  
Meere & Egan (2017) 236 -.31 Conscientiousness .78 Sadism .89 
van Geel et al. (2017) 1568 -.26 Conscientiousness .66 Sadism .83 
Mededovic´ & B. Petrovic´ 
(2015) 482 .12 Conscientiousness Sadism  
Sagiolou & Greitemeyer 
(2016) 504 -.27 Conscientiousness .60 Sadism .91 
Book et al.,(2016) 490 .24 Narcissism  Sadism  
Greitemeyer & Sagiolou 
(2017) 1602 .35 Narcissism .65 Sadism .87 






Table 4 continued (part 2 of 3) 
 
Primary studies contributing to meta-analyses 
 
Citation N r Variable 1 α1 Variable 2 α2 
Plouffe et al. (2016) 202 .28 Narcissism .59 Sadism .83 
Russell & King (2017) 522 .42 Narcissism .79 Sadism .82 
van Geel et al. (2017) 1568 .37 Narcissism .68 Sadism .83 
Bertl et al. (2017) 2463 .15 Narcissism .96 Sadism .72 
Jonason, ZeiglerHill, & 
Okan (2017) 1236 .29 Narcissism .83 Sadism .88 
Craker & March (2016) 396 .24 Narcissism .82 Sadism .58 
Mededovic´ & Petrovic´ 
(2015) 482 .21 Narcissism  Sadism  
Chabrol et al. (2009) 380 .40 Narcissism .79 Sadism .81 
Chabrol et al. (2009) 230 .29 Narcissism .79 Sadism .81 
Sagiolou & Greitemeyer 
(2016) 504 .43 Narcissism .87 Sadism .91 
March et al. (2017) 357 .01 Narcissism .80 Sadism .84 
Smoker & March (2017) 689 .26 Narcissism .70 Sadism .88 
Buckels (2012)  136 .10 Narcissism .67 Sadism .71 
Gough (2016) 136 .39 EI Sadism  
Gough (2016) 245 -.07 EI  Sadism  
Plouffe et al. (2017) 199 -.33 EI  Sadism  
Plouffe et al. (2017) 202 -.23 EI Sadism  
Unpublished dataset 
(Amrhein, Perino, Telzer) 
432 
-.21 EI Sadism  
Cracker & March (2016) 396 -.02 Gender  Sadism .58 
Jonason, Ziegler Hill, Okan 
(2017) 296 -.39 Gender  Sadism  
Plouffe et al. 2017 199 -.29 Gender  Sadism  
Smoker & March (2017) 689 -.18 Gender  Sadism  
Schumpe & Lefreniere 
(2016) 82 -.06 Gender  Sadism  
Sest & March (2017) 415 -.22 Gender  Sadism  
Buckels (2012)  78 -.26 Gender  Sadism .87 
Buckels (2012) thsis 136 -.22 Gender  Sadism .71 
Tran et al. (2018) 2463 -.23 Gender  Sadism .73 
Jauk, Freudenthaler, & 
Neubauer (2016) 399 -.11 EI 0.8 Narcissism .80 
Jauk, Freudenthaler, & 
Neubauer (2016) 141 -.26 
EI 
 0.68 Narcissism .79 
Konrath et al., (2014) 96 .11 
EI 
 0.23 Narcissism .50 
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Table 4 continued (part 3 of 3) 
 
Primary studies contributing to meta-analyses 
 
Citation N r Variable 1 α1 Variable 2 α2 
Scott (2012) 68 -.09 
EI 
 .93 Narcissism 
Vonk et al., (2015) 929 .03 
EI 
 Narcissism 
Yocum (2006) 114 .01 EI Narcissism 
Zhang (2015) 396 -.16 
EI 
 .91 Narcissism .79 
Miller (2017) 282 .78 CWB .92 Sadism .89 
Thibault (2016) 416 .72 CWB  Sadism  










Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Gender  
(m=1, f =2) 




--     
3. Narcissism 
-.14b 










.35 i  
(17/11,796) 





-.16 i  
(7/1,324) 
-.06 i  
(8/2,231) 






























Note. Values are corrected for unreliability in predictor and criterion; negative values for gender 
relationships indicate that men are higher than women. a from Ng, Lam, & Feldman (2016); b from 
Grijalva et al., 2015; c from Grijalva & Newman (2015); d from Joseph & Newman (2010); e Schmitt et 
al., (2008); f from Berry, Ones, & Sackett (2007); g from Trzesniewski, Donnellan, & Robbins (2008); h 
















Table 6  
 
Meta-analytic path model parameter estimates for Model A (personality mediating gender-CWB relationship) 
 
 Gender to mediator Mediator to CWB Indirect Effect 






* .016 .096* .013 -.013* -.018 -.009 
Sadism -.240
* .015 .430* .014 -.103* -.110 -.080 
Agreeableness .150
* .016 -.175* .014 -.026* -.033 -.019 
Conscientiousness .120
* .016 -.199* .013 -.024* -.031 -.017 
Emotional 
Intelligence 
.250* .015 -.004 .013 -.001 -.007 .005 
Note. Harmonic mean N = 3966. CWB = counterproductive work behaviors. Parameters were evaluated using 
meta-analytic estimates of the variable relationships.  Gender coded (male = 0; female = 1). 95% CI estimated 
with Monte Carlo simulation across 20,000 replications (Preacher & Selig, 2012). Asterisks denote significant 






















Gender proportions of reported industries based on 2017 labor statistics 
 
Industry Percentage of women 
Construction 9.1 
Repair and maintenance 11.9 
Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction 12.5 
Automobile dealers 21.8 
Transportation and utilities 24.0 
Architectural, engineering, and related services 24.4 
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting 24.9 
Electric and gas, and other combinations 26.0 
Software publishers 26.9 
Wired telecommunications carriers 27.4 
Manufacturing 29.5 
Justice, public order, and safety activities 34.0 
Chemicals manufacturing 34.6 
Information 39.0 
Air transportation 40.0 
Data processing, hosting, and related services 42.0 
Professional and business services 42.2 
Professional and technical services 42.6 
Public administration 44.4 
Wholesale and retail trade 45.0 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 46.1 
Advertising, public relations, and related services 49.2 
Leisure and hospitality 51.0 
Other services 51.7 
Restaurants and other food services 51.8 
Financial activities 52.9 
Not specified retail trade 52.9 
Other professional, scientific, and technical services 55.5 
Finance and insurance 55.6 
Legal services 56.6 
Banking and related activities 58.5 
Educational services 68.4 
Personal and laundry services 71.3 
Health care and social assistance 78.5 
Social assistance 83.8 






Table 8 continued (part 1 of 2) 
 
Study 2 variable correlations 
 
  
Mean (sd) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Sex (T1) 1.56 (.50) --      
2. CWB (T2) 1.44 (.53) -.09* --     





.20* .23*/.20* --    





.32* .59*/.62* .35*/.34* --   
5. EI (T1, T2) 
.59 (.16); 
.58 (.15) .12*/.07 -.15/-.20 
-.27*/-
.15* -.27*/-.25* --  
6. Agreeableness 
 (T1, T2) 
3.79 (.73); 
3.78 (.76) .07*.10* -.41/-.39 
-.19*/-
.19* -.46*/-.50* -.03/-.05 -- 





.09* -.45/-.44 .07/.07 -.28*/-.24* .04/.03 .42*/.42* 
8. BSRI Fem (T1) 
5.38 
(1.14) .16* -.29* 
-.11*/-
.14* -.38*/-.42* -.08/-.05 .75*/.89* 
9. BSRI Masc (T1) 
4.62 
(1.06) -.10* .01 .43*/.41* .19*/.16* -.03/-.02 -.02/.01 




.15* -.40*/-.44* -.07/-.05 .74*/.69* 







.15* -.42*/-.45* -.07/-.05 .78*/.73* 




-.15* -.08 .46*/.42* .15*/.13* -.03/-.03 .10/.13* 
Note. Time 1 N = 586; Time 2 N = 403. Correlations are provided for personality traits measured at time 1 
and time 2 (separated by forward slash); correlations between two personality traits are contemporaneous 
(T1-T1 or T2-T2). CWB = counterproductive work behavior; EI = emotional intelligence; BSRI Fem = Bem 
Sex Role Inventory femininity scale; BSRI Masc = Bem Sex Role Inventory masculinity scale; PAQ fem = 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire femininity scale; PAQ Masc = Personal Attributes Questionnaires 
masculinity scale; agency composites masculinity items from BSRI Masc. and PAQ Masc; communion 
composites femininity items from BSRI Fem. And PAQ Fem; sex is coded (male = 1; female = 2). Asterisk 









Table 8 continued (part 2 of 2) 
 
Study 2 variable correlations 
 
 
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Sex (T1)        
2. CWB (T2)        
3. Narcissism (T1, T2)        
4. Sadism (T1, T2)        
5. EI (T1, T2)        
6. Agree (T1, T2)        
7. Conscientiousness (T1, T2) --       
8. BSRI Fem (T1) 
.28*/.24
* --      
9. BSRI Masc (T1) 
.19*/.20
* .19* --     
10. PAQ Fem (T1) 
.29*/.25
* .85* .07 --    




.12* --   




.97* .15* .95* 
.15* --  
13. Agency (T1) (Masculinity 
composite) 
.40*/.41
* .21* .91* .11* .87* .18* -- 
Note. Time 1 N = 586; Time 2 N = 403. Correlations are provided for personality traits measured at 
time 1 and time 2 (separated by forward slash); correlations between two personality traits are 
contemporaneous (T1-T1 or T2-T2). CWB = counterproductive work behavior; EI = emotional 
intelligence; BSRI Fem = Bem Sex Role Inventory femininity scale; BSRI Masc = Bem Sex Role 
Inventory masculinity scale; PAQ fem = Personal Attributes Questionnaire femininity scale; PAQ 
Masc = Personal Attributes Questionnaires masculinity scale; agency composites masculinity items 
from BSRI Masc. and PAQ Masc; communion composites femininity items from BSRI Fem. And PAQ 












Table 9 (part 1 of 2) 
 
Structural equation model parameter estimates (Model A) using primary data 
 
Factor 
Loadings CWB Narc Sadism Agree Con EI  
CWB parcel 1 .89       
CWB parcel 2 .85       
CWB parcel 3 .92       
CWB parcel 4 .90       
NPI parcel 1 .69      
NPI parcel 2 .84      
NPI parcel 3 .83      
NPI parcel 4 .79      
Sadism parcel 1  .92     
Sadism parcel 2  .84     
Sadism parcel 3  .92     
Sadism parcel 4  .74     
Agree parcel 1   .76    
Agree parcel 2   .87    
Agree parcel 3   .70    
Agree parcel 4   .83    
Con parcel 1    .83   
Con parcel 2    .76   
Con parcel 3    .81   
Con parcel 4    .78   
EI parcel 1     .66  
EI parcel 2     .52  
EI parcel 3     .53  
EI parcel 4     .56  
Path Coefficients      
Standardized 
’s 
Gender-Narc      -.21
*  
Gender-Sadism      -.30
*  
Gender-Agree      .08 
Gender-Con      -.07 
Gender-EI      .14* 
Narc-CWB      .06  
Sadism-CWB      .52
*  
Agree-CWB      .03 
Con-CWB       -.33
* 
EI-CWB       -.10 
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Table 9 continued (part 2 of 2) 
 




relationships       ϕ 
Narc-sadism       .33* 
Narc-agree       -.19* 
Narc-con       .09 
Narc-EI       -.34* 
Sadism -agree       -.53* 
Sadism-con       -.40* 
Sadism -EI       -.34* 
Agree-con       .51* 
Agree-EI       -.03 
Con-EI       .08 
Note. FIML missing data routine; N’s range from 367 to 580); CWB measured at Time 2, and 
everything else measured at Time 1. CWB = counterproductive work behavior; Narc = 
narcissism; EI = emotional intelligence; agree = agreeableness; Con = conscientiousness; 
estimates are standardized. Asterisks indicate significant values (p<.05). Overall model fit (Χ2 = 
536.29, df =256; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = .04; CFI = .96; TLI = .96).Asterisks indicate 


















Table 10  
 
Indirect effects for Model A (personality mediating gender-CWB relationship) using primary data 
 
 Gender to mediator Mediator to CWB Indirect Effect 






* .02 .06 .15 -.013 -.075 .050 
Sadism -.30
* .09 .52* .03 -.156* -.250 -.065 
Agreeableness .08 .06 .03 .05 .002 -.006 .014 
Conscientiousness -.07 .06 -.33
*  .04 .023 -.015 .062 
Emotional 
Intelligence 
.14* .02 -.10 .19 -.014 -.030 .001 
Note. N = 616 (FIML missing data routine; N’s range from 367 to 580); CWB = counterproductive work 
behaviors; CI = confidence interval. Parameters were evaluated using the primary data from study 2. 



















Table 11 (part 1 of 2) 
 
Structural equation model parameter estimates (Model B: with agency & communion) using primary data 
 
Factor 
Loadings CWB Narc. Sadism Agree. Con. EI Agency Communion 
CWB parcel 1 .89         
CWB parcel 2 .85         
CWB parcel 3 .92         
CWB parcel 4 .90         
NPI parcel 1 .68        
NPI parcel 2 .85        
NPI parcel 3 .83        
NPI parcel 4 .78        
Sadism parcel 1  .92       
Sadism parcel 2  .84       
Sadism parcel 3  .91       
Sadism parcel 4  .74       
Agree parcel 1   .74      
Agree parcel 2   .81      
Agree parcel 3   .70      
Agree parcel 4   .81      
Con. parcel 1    .84     
Con. parcel 2    .75     
Con. parcel 3    .81     
Con. parcel 4    .78     
EI parcel 1     .66    
EI parcel 2     .52    
EI parcel 3     .53    
EI parcel 4     .56    
Agency parcel 1      .84   
Agency parcel 2      .86   
Agency parcel 3      .85   
Agency parcel 4      .84   
Communion parcel 1      .91  
Communion parcel 2      .91  
Communion parcel 3      .96  
Communion parcel 4      .91  
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Table 11 continued (part 2 of 2) 
 
Structural equation model parameter estimates (Model B: with agency & communion) using primary data 
 
Path Coefficients        
Standardized 
β 
Gender-Agency        -.18* 
Gender-Communion       .17* 
          
Agency-Narc.        .58* 
Agency-Sadism        .23* 
Agency-Agree.        -.08* 
Agency-Con.        .43* 
Agency-EI        -.13* 
         
 
Communion-Narc.        -.26* 
Communion-Sadism       -.50* 
Communion-Agree.        .83* 
Communion-Con.        .25* 
Communion-EI        -.01 
          
Narc.-CWB        .06 
Sadism-CWB        .53* 
Agree.-CWB        .04 
Con.-CWB        -.34* 
EI-CWB         -.10 
Latent 
variable 
relationships         
ϕ 
Narc-Sadism         .26* 
Narc-Agree         -.09 
Narc-Con         -.14* 
Narc-EI         -.37* 
Sadism-Agree         -.27* 
Sadism-Con         -.42* 
Sadism-EI         -.41* 
Agree-Con         .50* 
Agree-EI         -.01 
Con-EI         .16* 
Agency-
communion         
.24* 
Note. N = 616 (FIML missing data routine; N’s range from 367 to 580; CWB = counterproductive work 
behavior; Narc = narcissism; EI = emotional intelligence; agree = agreeableness; = Con = conscientiousness; SE 
= standard error; estimates are standardized. 






















* .58* .06 -.006* -.010 -.002 
Agency/sadism -.18
* .23* .53* -.022* -.038 -.006 
Agency/agreeableness -.18
* -.08* .04 .001 -.016 .002 
Agency/conscientiousness -.18
* .43* -.34* .026* .006 .038 
Agency/emotional 
intelligence 
-.18* -.13* -.10 -.002 -.006 .011 
Communion/narcissism .17
* -.26* .06 -.003 -.011 .018 
Communion/sadism .17
* -.50* .53* -.045* -.081 -.014 
Communion/agreeableness .17
* .82* .04 .006 -.007 .021 
Communion/ 
conscientiousness 
.17* .25* -.34* -.014* -.029 -.003 
Communion/emotional 
intelligence 
.17* -.01 -.10 .000 -.001 .001 

















Moderation models including interaction terms, sex roles by gender 
 
 Narcissism Sadism Agreeableness Conscientiousness 
Emotional 
intelligence 
Independent variables      
      
Intercept .36* (.03) 2.85* (.12) 3.93* (.07) 4.26* (.10) .51* (.02) 
      
Main effects      
Agency .21 (.05)* .60 (.21)*    
Communion   .74 (.10)* .23 (.13) -.04 (.03) 
Gender -.06 (.02)* -.52 (.08)* -.08 (.04) -.16 (.06) .04 (.01)* 
 
     
Interactions      
Agency x Gender -.02 (.03) -.28 (.02)*    
Communion x Gender   -.02 (.06) .05 (.08) .02(.02) 
 
     
R2 interaction .221 .108 .514 .101 .021 
R2 without .220 .100 .514 .100 .020 
Δ R2 .001 .008 .000 .001 .001 
F 52.06 22.46 197 20.75 3.79 
df 552 557 558 558 556 
Note. N (Male = 256; Female = 326); gender coded (male = 1; female = 2); Asterisk indicates 
relationships significant (p < 0.05). Values in parentheses are standard errors. R2 interaction is the variance 
explained by models including interaction terms; R2 without is variance explained by models that only 
















Figure 1. Model A: personality traits mediate the relationship between gender and CWB. First 
values are path coefficients from the meta-analytic path model (study 1); second values are the 
path coefficients from the structural equation model using primary data (study 2). Asterisks 












 Figure 2. Model B: mediation model with sex roles (stage 1) and personality traits (stage 2) as 































Figure 4. Gender moderates the relationship between communion and (a) agreeableness, (b) 






















Figure 5. Model B2: structural equation mediation model with sex roles measured at time 1 
(stage 1) and personality traits measured at time 2 (stage 2) as mediators explaining the CWB-









Figure 6. Model B3: mediation model with personality traits measured at time 1 (stage 1) and sex 














Figure 7. Gender x agency interaction for sadism. Red line = female (r = .04; N = 326)); blue line 
= male (r = .19*; N = 256); red points are female participants; blue points are male participants; 
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APPENDIX A: ADDITIONAL TABLES 
Table 14 (part 1 of 3) 
Study 2 (primary data) correlation matrix (all variables at time 1 (N = 582) and time 2 (N = 403) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Gender T1 -- 
2. Industry gender (T1) .24* -- 
3. CWB T1 -.10 -.07 -- 
4. Narcissism T1 -.18* -.04 .21* -- 
5. Sadism T1 -.30* -.14* .61* .35* -- 
6. Agreeableness T1 .07 .06 -.37* -.19* -.46* -- 
7. Conscientiousness T1 -.06 .00 -.42* .08 -.29* .44* -- 
8. Emotional intelligence T1 .12* -.02 -.25* -.27* -.27* -.03 .04 -- 
9. Agency (PAQ T1) -.22* -.11* -.17* .40* .06 .18* .54* -.07 -- 
10. Communion (PAQ) T1 .19* .11* -.27* -.15* -.40* .67* .27* -.04 .11* -- 
11. Agency (BSRI) T1 -.10 -.06 .04 .44* .19* -.05 .21* -.12* .62* .04 
12. Communion (BSRI) T1 .17* .10 -.24* -.12* -.38* .68* .27* -.06 .16* .82* 
13. Agency composite (T1) -.15* -.10 -.06 .46* .15* .08 .41* -.11* .87* .09 
14. Communion composite (T1) .17* .11* -.28* -.14* -.42* .72* .30* -.05 .15* .94* 
15. CWB T2 -.09 -.06 .78* .23* .60* -.41* -.45* -.15* -.17* -.31* 
16. Narcissism T2 -.21* -.07 .14* .89* .32* -.17* .06 -.17* .38* -.15* 
17. Sadism T2 -.32* -.12* .52* .32* .88* -.49* -.25* -.11* .05 -.44* 
18. Agreeableness T2 .10 .04 -.35* -.20* -.50* .89* -.42* -.07 .23* .66* 
19. Conscientiousness T2 -.08 -.02 -.39* .08 -.24* .41* .89* .01 .55* .24* 
20. Emotional intelligence T2 .07 .04 -.10 -.10 -.12* -.06 -.01 .67* -.02 -.06 
21. Agency (PAQ T2) -.25* -.14* -.19* .37* .07 .24* .53* -.08 .86* .12* 
22. Communion (PAQ T2) .24 .08 -.25* -.13* -.45* .70* .28* -.08 .09* .83* 
23. Agency (BSRI T2) -.09 -.13* .04 .45* .07 -.02 .20* -.07 .60* .04 
24. Communion (BSRI T2) .21* .09 -.28* -.15* -.46* .70* .29* -.05 .15* .78* 
25. Agency composite (T2) -.16* -.14* -.07 .46* .17* .11* .38* -.07 .78* .04 
26. Communion composite (T2) .23* .10 -.29* -.15* -.48* .73* .30* -.05 .13* .78* 
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Table 14 (part 2 of 3) 
 
Study 2 (primary data) correlation matrix (all variables at time 1 (N = 582) and time 2 (N = 403) 
Variable 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1. Gender T1           
2. Industry gender (T1)           
3. CWB T1           
4. Narcissism T1           
5. Sadism T1           
6. Agreeableness T1           
7. Conscientiousness T1           
8. Emotional intelligence T1           
9. Agency (PAQ T1)           
10. Communion (PAQ) T1           
11. Agency (BSRI) T1 --          
12. Communion (BSRI) T1 .21* --         
13. Agency composite (T1) .92* .22* --        
14. Communion composite (T1) .15* .97* .18* --       
15. CWB T2 .01 -.29* -.08* -.32* --      
16. Narcissism T2 .41* -.14* .42* -.15 .19* --     
17. Sadism T2 .16* -.42* .13* -.45* .62* .35* --    
18. Agreeableness T2 .00 .69* .14* .72* -.39* -.19* -.50* --   
19. Conscientiousness T2 .21* .25* .43* .27* -.44* .07 -.24* .44* --  
20. Emotional intelligence T2 -.01 -.06 -.03 -.06 -.20* -.15* -.25* -.05 .03 -- 
21. Agency (PAQ T2) .60* .19* .81* .18* -.19* .39* .07 .28* .57* .-06 
22. Communion (PAQ T2) -.01 .79* .06 .84* -.27* -.16* -.40* .73* .29* -.08* 
23. Agency (BSRI T2) .87* .14* .84* .11* .03 .45* .21* .01 .24* -.08* 
24. Communion (BSRI T2) .10* .87* .14* .87* -.31* -.17* -.42* .72* .31* -.03 
25. Agency composite (T2) .83* .18* .91* .16* -.09 .47* .15* .15* .43* -.06 
26. Communion composite (T2) .06 .87* .12* .90* -.31* -.18* -.44* .76* .32* -.05 
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Table 14 (part 3 of 3) 
Study 2 (primary data) correlation matrix (all variables at time 1 (N = 582) and time 2 (N = 403) 
Variable 21 22 23 24 25 26 
1. Gender T1






8. Emotional intelligence T1
9. Agency (PAQ T1)
10. Communion (PAQ) T1
11. Agency (BSRI) T1
12. Communion (BSRI) T1
13. Agency composite (T1)






20. Emotional intelligence T2
21. Agency (PAQ T2) -- 
22. Communion (PAQ T2) .16* -- 
23. Agency (BSRI T2) .63* .02 -- 
24. Communion (BSRI T2) .19* .83* .16* -- 
25. Agency composite (T2) .88* .10* .93* .21* -- 
26. Communion composite (T2) .18* .94* .11* .97* .17* -- 
Table 15 (part 1 of 5) 
Items contained in item parcel indicators of latent traits 
Item parcel Original Item # Construct Measure 
1 4 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
1 17 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
1 3 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
1 9 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
1 15 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
2 1 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
2 5 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
2 2 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
2 12 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
2 11 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
3 16 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
3 13 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
3 8 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
3 18 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
3 7 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
4 10 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
4 19 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
4 6 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
4 14 CWB Bennett & Robinson (2000) 
1 7 Communion 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
1 12 Communion 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
1 22 Communion 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
1 7 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
2 3 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
2 11 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
2 9 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
2 15 Communion 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
3 20 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
3 13 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
3 9 Communion 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 




Table 15 continued (part 2 of 5) 
 
Items contained in item parcel indicators of latent traits 
 
Item parcel  Original Item # Construct Measure 
3 15 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
3 17 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
4 3 Communion 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
4 12 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
4 21 Communion 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
4 19 Communion Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
4 8 Communion 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
1 5 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
1 17 Agency 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
1 15 Agency 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
1 1 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
2 16 Agency 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
2 9 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
2 13 Agency 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
2 12 Agency 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
3 4 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
3 2 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
3 6 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
3 7 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
3 3 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
4 10 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
4 11 Agency 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 















Table 15 continued (part 3 of 5) 
 
Items contained in item parcel indicators of latent traits 
 
Item parcel  Original Item # Construct Measure 
4 18 Agency 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
4 8 Agency Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974) 
4 14 Agency 
Personal Attributes Questionnaire 
(Spence & Helmreich, 1978) 
 
1 9 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
1 8 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
1 15 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
1 4 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
2 1 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
2 11 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
2 13 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
2 2 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
3 6 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
3 10 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
3 12 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
3 5 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
4 7 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
4 3 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
4 16 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
4 14 Narcissism Ames, Rose, & Anderson (2006) 
1 3 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
1 17 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
1 9 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
1 2 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
2 6 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
2 8 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
2 13 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
2 10 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
3 4 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
3 18 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
3 5 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
3 11 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
3 7 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
4 15 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
4 12 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
4 1 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
4 16 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
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Table 15 continued (part 4 of 5) 
 
Items contained in item parcel indicators of latent traits 
 
Item parcel  Original Item # Construct Measure 
4 14 Sadism Buckels & Paulhus (2014) 
1 2 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
1 42 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
2 32 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
2 17 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
3 37 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
3 27 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
4 12 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
4 22 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
4 7 Agreeableness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
1 23 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
1 33 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
2 8 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
2 18 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
3 28 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
3 43 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
4 13 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
4 3 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
4 38 Conscientiousness John & Srivaastrava (1999) 
1 11 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
1 10 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
1 16 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
1 1 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
1 6 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
2 13 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
2 5 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
2 8 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
2 2 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
2 19 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
3 9 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 





Table 15 continued (part 5 of 5) 
 
Items contained in item parcel indicators of latent traits 
 
Item parcel  Original Item # Construct Measure 
3 15 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
3 17 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
3 4 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
3 3 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
4 12 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
4 7 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
4 14 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
4 18 Emotional  Intelligence 
Allen, Weissman, Hellwig, MacCann, 
& Roberts (2014) 
Note. For structural equation model estimation each latent trait had four item parcel indicators. Items 
were randomly assigned to one of four parcels. Original order is the number of the item as it is 
originally presented by the authors of the instrument.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
